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AAF average annual flow
AASHTO American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
ACI American Concrete Institute
ADR Architectural Design Criteria
ADWF average dry-weather flow
ADT average daily traffic
ANSI American National Standards Institute
APT advanced primary treatment
AR aquatic resource
ASIL ambient source impact level
ASP amnesic shellfish poisoning
ASTM American Society for Testing and Materials
AWDT average weekday traffic
AWT advanced wastewater treatment
AWWF average wet-weather flow

BACT best available control technology
BASTE Bay Area Sewage Toxics Emission model
BETX Xylenes (benzene, ethyl benzene, toluene, and zylene)
bgs below ground surface
BMP best management practice
BNSF Burlington Northern-Santa Fe (railway)
BOD biochemical oxygen demand
BPA Bonneville Power Administration
BRHL Bothell Registry of Historic Landmarks
bsp atmospheric particles (by nephelometer)
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CAA Clean Air Act (federal)
CAO Critical Area Ordinance
CATAD computer augmented treatment and disposal system
CAS conventional activated sludge
CCTV cable connected television camera
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability

Act
cfm cubic feet per minute
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
cfs cubic feet per second
CFU coliform units
City Light Seattle City Light
CO carbon monoxide
COD chemical oxygen demand
COE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
CPP Countywide Planning Policy
CSO combined sewer overflow
CU conditional use
CUP conditional use permit
CVSSA Cross Valley Sole Source Aquifer
CVWD Cross Valley Water District
CWA Clean Water Act (federal)
cy cubic yard
CZMA Coastal Zone Management Act

DAF dissolved air flotation
dBA decibel, A-weighted
DDES King County Department of Development and Environmental Services
DEQ detailed evaluation question
DNRP King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks
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DO dissolved oxygen
DOH Department of Health (Washington State)
DPS distinct population segment
D/T dilution to threshold
du dwelling unit

EAC Executive Advisory Committee
Ecology Washington State Department of Ecology
ECDC Edmonds Community Development Code
EEM estuarine emergent wetland
EFH Essential Fish Habitat
EIS environmental impact statement
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
EPF essential public facility
ESA Endangered Species Act
ESC erosion and sediment control
ESI Eastside Interceptor
E2EM intertidal emergent
ETS Effluent Transfer System

FERC Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
FHWA Federal Highway Administration
FPA Forest Practices Act
FS freeway service
FTA Federal Transit Administration
FTE full-time employee
FWPCA Federal Water Pollution Control Act

GBT gravity belt thickener
GIS geographic information system
GMA Growth Management Act (Washington State)
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GMA Board Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Board
gpd gallons per day
gpm gallons per minute
H2S hydrogen sulfide
HABS/HAER Historic American Buildings Survey/Historic American Engineering

Record
HAP hazardous air pollutant
HCP Habitat Conservation Plan
HDPE high density polyethylene
HI heavy industrial
HMP Habitat Management Plan
HMMP Hazardous Materials Management Plan
HOV high occupancy vehicle
hp horsepower
HPA Hydraulic Project Approval
HPO high purity oxygen
HVAC heating, ventilation, and cooling
HWTM Hazardous Waste Technical Memorandum

IBC International Building Code
IDA International Dark-Sky Association
IDLH Immediately Dangerous to Life or Health
IESNA Illuminating Engineering Society of North America
I/I infiltration/inflow
IPS influent pump station
IRIS Integrated Risk Information System
ISO International Organization for Standardization
ITE Institute of Transportation Engineers

KCC King County Code
KCLL King County Landmarks List
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kV kilovolt
kWh kilowatt-hour

Leq maximum hour continuous equivalent level
L50 mean value of a noise level over a 1-hour monitoring period
LI light industrial
LID low-impact development
L1OW lacustrine limnetic open water
LOS level of service
L2OW lacustrine littoral open water

MACT maximum achievable control technology
MBR membrane bioreactor
Metro Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle or King County Department of

Metropolitan Services
mgd millions gallons per day
mg/L milligrams per liter
MLLW mean lower low water
MMPA Marine Mammal Protection Act
MOSS Marine Outfall Siting Study
MPA Marine Protected Area
MSA Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
MSL mean sea level
MTBM microtunnel boring machine
MTCA Model Toxics Control Act
MTP Metropolitan Transportation Plan
MVM million vehicle miles
MW megawatt
MWh megawatt hour
MWPAAC Metropolitan Water Pollution Abatement Advisory Committee
MWWF maximum wet weather flow
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NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NCP National Contingency Plan
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NESHAPS National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
NGVD National Geodetic Vertical Datum
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act
NIOSH National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health
NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (formerly

NMFSNational Marine Fisheries Service)
NOC Notice of Construction permit
NOx nitrous oxides
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NPPC Northwest Power Planning Council
NRDA Natural Resource Damage Assessment
NRHP National Register of Historic Places
NTP north treatment plant
NTU nephelometric turbidity unit

O3 ozone
OAHP Office of Archeology and Historic Preservation (Washington State)
OCD Washington State Department of Natural Resources
OHW ordinary high water mark
OMP RWSP Operational Master Plan
OSHA Occupational Health and Safety Act

PAH polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon
PBT persistent, bioacculmulative, and toxic
PCB polychlorinated biphenyl
PEEP Pooled Emission Estimation Program
PEM palustrine emergent wetland
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PFO palustrine forest wetland
PHS Priority Habitats and Species Program
PM particulate matter
POTW publicly owned treatment works
POW palustrine open water wetland
ppbV parts per billion by volume
ppm parts per million
PPV peak particle velocity
PSA portal siting area
PSAMP Puget Sound Ambient Monitoring Program
PS Clean Air Puget Sound Clean Air Agency
PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration permit
PSE Puget Sound Energy
psi pounds per square inch
psig pounds per square inch gauge
PSP paralytic shellfish poisoning
PSRC Puget Sound Regional Council
PSS palustrine scrub shrub wetland
PSWQAT Puget Sound Water Quality Action Team
PUD public utility district

QA/QC quality assurance/quality control

RCE residential customer equivalent
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
RCW Revised Code of Washington
R4SB riverine intermittent
RI remedial investigation
RI/FS remedial investigation/feasibility study
RMS root mean square
ROV remotely operated vehicle



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Acronyms and Abbreviations

Brightwater Final EIS  xx

ROW right-of-way
RTA Regional Transit Authority
R3SB riverine upper perennial
R2UB riverine unconsolidated bottom
R2SB riverine lower perennial
RWQC King County Regional Water Quality Committee
RWSP Regional Wastewater Services Plan

SARS severe acute respiratory syndrome
SCADA Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition System
SCC Snohomish County Code
SCCRI Snohomish County Cultural Resources Inventory
SCHRI Snohomish County Historic Resources Inventory
SCS Soil Conservation Service
SCT Snohomish County Tomorrow
SEPA State Environmental Policy Act
the Services NOAA Fisheries and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
SGMP Seattle Area Geologic Mapping Project
SIP State Implementation Plan
SLS&E Seattle, Lake Shore and Eastern (railroad)
SMA Shoreline Management Act
SMP Shoreline Master Program
SMS Sediment Management Standards (Washington State)
SPCC Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures
SPCCP Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan
SPT Standard Penetration Test
SPU Seattle Public Utilities
SQER small quantity emission rate
SR state route
SS suspended solids
SSO sanitary sewer overflow
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SWD Seattle Water Department
SWIFZ South Whidbey Island Fault Zone
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

TAC toxic air contaminant
TAP toxic air pollutant
TBM tunnel boring machine
TMDL total maximum daily loading
TMP Traffic Management Plan
TPH total petroleum hydrocarbon
tpy tons per year
TSP total suspended particulate matter
TSS total suspended solids

µg/m3 micrograms per cubic meter
UFC Uniform Fire Code
UBC Uniform Building Code
UGA Urban Growth Area
USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture
USDOT U.S. Department of Transportation
USFS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS U.S. Geological Survey
UST underground storage tank
USWB U.S. Weather Bureau
UV ultraviolet light

VOC volatile organic compound
VS volatile solid

WA DNR Washington State Department of Natural Resources
WAC Washington Administrative Code
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WARM Washington Ranking Method
WDFW Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife
WHO World Health Organization
WHR Washington Heritage Register
WISHA Washington Industrial Safety and Health Act
WLA wasteload allocation
WRIA Water Resource Inventory Area
WSDOT Washington State Department of Transportation
WTD King County Wastewater Treatment Division
WWHM Western Washington Hydrological Model
WWTP wastewater treatment plant

ZID zone of initial dilution
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Response to Comment C2-1

The Final EIS discloses impacts to a variety of elements of
the natural and built environment. It also includes
jurisdiction-specific impacts and mitigation to address
identified impacts where appropriate.
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Response to Comment C2-2

The King County Executive’s decision will be based on a
number of factors, including the information in the EIS and
additional technical, community, cost, and policy
considerations.

Response to Comment C2-3

A traffic management plan (TMP) addressing mitigation
measures was prepared for all agencies affected by
construction and is included in the Final EIS. This plan
would includes time-of-day restrictions, necessary
improvements to the roadway network, types of closures,
pedestrian and bicycle detours, traffic routing/circulation
management, and traffic control measures for safety on the
affected roadways. These measures are being coordinated
with affected agencies and finalized by King County during
permitting. In addition, the TMP includes time-of-day
restrictions, monitoring and restoration of streets to pre-
construction conditions, provisions for emergency services
access, and directs the movement of employees, equipment,
and materials to reduce impacts along project traffic
corridors.

Response to Comment C2-4

The list of projects identified in the comment letter from the
City of Bothell, dated January 21, 2003, has been reviewed to
assess potential impacts to those projects. The impacts of
these projects have been reflected in the cumulative analysis
of Brightwater project traffic during construction. Results of
this analysis are included in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS. 

King County is proposing to develop a traffic management
plan (TMP) to address mitigation of traffic impacts during
construction of the Brightwater Treatment Plant project. In
that plan, King County would formally identify other major
projects that would be under construction during the same
time period. King County would coordinate construction
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traffic activities with these other projects to ensure reasonable traffic
operations.
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Response to Comment C2-5

Operational noise levels from the Brightwater facilities would
meet the applicable code requirements of the jurisdictions in
which the facilities are located. Construction noise impacts
and mitigation are discussed in greater detail in the Final EIS.
Each of the primary portal siting locations is discussed with
respect to existing conditions and potential noise and
vibration impacts; proposed noise and vibration mitigation is
specified for each. King County will coordinate closely with
the city of Bothell regarding their specific noise requirements
during construction.

Response to Comment C2-6

Please refer to the response to Comment C2-3 of this letter.
The Brightwater construction activities would follow Bothell
code and procedures.

Response to Comment C2-7

If the City of Bothell is the host community for any portals, it
will have the opportunity to comment on and discuss
mitigation measures during permitting. 

Response to Comment C2-8

King County will be acquiring the necessary easements at fair
market value for the project.

Response to Comment C2-9

Per requirements of the Individual NPDES Construction
Stormwater Permit, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) would be developed that would outline erosion and
sediment control BMPs and water quality monitoring during
construction for the conveyance facility. The Brightwater
project would also consider the guidelines set forth in the
Washington State Department of Ecology’s Stormwater
Management Manual for Western Washington (August
2001), and would utilize stormwater treatment facilities at
each portal. King County Department of Natural Resources is
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planning to continue its ongoing water quality monitoring program,
which includes monthly monitoring of stations on Little Bear Creek,
North Creek, Swamp Creek, McAleer Creek, and Lyon Creek (refer to
the program Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wlr/waterres/streams/creekindex.htm). 

Construction of the conveyance system of the Brightwater project would
also meet or exceed state Surface Water Quality Standards (Chapter
173-201A WAC) in receiving waters. The location of the portal sites
would be such that impacts to high quality natural resources would be
avoided to the greatest extent possible. Construction methods and BMPs
would be used to minimize impacts to groundwater and aquifers,
including the Cross Valley Aquifer. Please refer to the response to the
Washington State Department of Ecology, Comments W5-4 and W5-8.
Please refer to Appendices 6-C, Management of Water Quality During
Construction at the Treatment Plant Sites, 6-D, Permanent Stormwater
Management at the Treatment Plant Sites, and 6-F, Groundwater and
Stormwater Management at the Candidate Portal Sites, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C2-10

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Transportation, Comment W2-5, about post-construction monitoring of
odors, as well as the section on Monitoring Effectiveness of Odor
Prevention System, in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment
Plant.

Response to Comment C2-11

A more detailed analysis of traffic impacts at portals, pump stations, and
treatment plant sites, during operations and management conditions has
been completed, and is included in Appendix 16-B, Transportation
Impact: Plant Sites and Conveyance.
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Response to Comment C2-12

King County will continue to work with affected
jurisdictions, including the City of Bothell, to address not
only construction-related concerns, but operations and
maintenance as well.

Response to Comment C2-13

Refinements in the project design have reduced the number
of primary portal sites along the conveyance corridors.
Chapter 12 of the Final EIS includes additional detail on
aesthetic impacts and mitigation for the conveyance system.
This includes a description of the types of structures that may
or may not appear on specific portal sites and sketches
demonstrating example mitigation approaches for the types of
aesthetic environments found along the conveyance route.
During the design and permitting phases of the project, King
County will work with the local communities and
jurisdictions to develop detailed mitigation and design
specific to each selected portal site. Please refer to the
response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.

Response to Comment C2-14

The Draft EIS and Final EIS identified, for each element of
the environment evaluated, probable significant adverse
environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation measures.
The EIS analyzes environmental impacts (WAC 197-11-448).
City taxes and revenues were not an element discussed in the
Draft EIS and will not be addressed as part of the Final EIS,
as it is not an environmental impact.

Response to Comment C2-15

King County will be working closely with the City of Bothell
through the permitting, construction, and monitoring process.
For additional information, please refer to the response to the
City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, regarding mitigation
suggestions.
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Response to Comment C2-16

King County is working closely with all jurisdictions affected
by the Brightwater project. The County is also interested in
working across jurisdiction boundaries to coordinate aspects
of the project and mitigation, where possible. For more
information, please refer to the response to the City of
Shoreline, Comment C6-5, regarding mitigation suggestions.
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Response to Comment C8-1

Additional detailed analyses of construction traffic related to
specific portal locations have been included in Chapter 16 of
the Final EIS and construction traffic routes and traffic
impacts were identified. Please refer to Appendix 16-B,
Transportation Impact: Plant Sites and Conveyance, for
greater detail on proposed mitigation of construction impacts.

Following issuance of the Final EIS and a decision by the
King County Executive on the location of the System, King
County will provide any additional details and analysis
needed by the City of Bothell as part of the permit review
process.
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Response to Comment C9-1

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-2.

Response to Comment C9-2

The Draft EIS is, under SEPA, a preliminary evaluation.
Under SEPA and in this instance, the Final EIS responds to
Draft EIS comments and contains more detailed information
and analysis of the probable significant impacts of identified
Brightwater alternatives, as well as reasonable mitigation
measures. This EIS, upon completion, should provide the
needed SEPA analysis for local project permits and
approvals. It is anticipated that the permit process in various
jurisdictions and with regulatory agencies will require, in
some instances, significant additional analysis and work
associated with preparation of permit applications and the
permit review process

Response to Comment C9-3

Please refer to the response to Comment C9-2 of this letter.
Many of the details which the City of Edmonds has requested
in its Draft EIS comments, relate to information that either
does not involve significant adverse impacts, or is
information that is important prior to issuance of actual
permits, but may not be essential to include in an EIS. The
Final EIS discloses probable significant adverse impacts and
mitigation measures at a level that allows for meaningful
comparison of alternatives. There is no practical or legal need
under SEPA to include this work in the form of a
supplemental Draft EIS. And, there is no SEPA case law
calling for such action. Moreover, it is the principal task of
the Final EIS to respond to questions and issues raised in
comments on the Draft EIS and, if appropriate, to revise
alternatives, analysis of the probable significant adverse
environmental impacts and the discussion of reasonable
mitigation measures. This Final EIS both addresses each
response raised on the Draft EIS and contains revised
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analysis in many areas. It takes into account the new information
available through the ongoing review by King County, as well as the
information drawn from comments and additional studies conducted
since issuance of the Draft EIS. This type of work is what SEPA
contemplates is the function of a Final EIS.

Response to Comment C9-4

If the Unocal site is selected as the final location for the Brightwater
Treatment Plant, King County will work directly with the City of
Edmonds and pertinent permitting agencies on mitigation strategies and
solutions to Brightwater construction and operational impacts. This
Final EIS contains additional analysis in regard to the co-location of a
Brightwater Treatment Plant sited at Unocal and the Edmonds Crossing
multimodal project. There is no basis identified to date, either in this
EIS or the comments provided by the Washington State Department of
Transportation to conclude that the Unocal plant would in any way
preclude the siting of Edmonds Crossing. Please refer to Chapter 3 of
the Final EIS, for updated information on the possible co-location of the
Brightwater Treatment Plant and the Edmonds Crossing project at the
Unocal site.

Under the “Unocal Structural Lid” sub-alternative, the Brightwater
Treatment Plant facilities would occupy the majority of the useable area
of the site and the co-located facility, such as the Edmonds Crossing
project, would be constructed on top of a lid above the treatment
facilities. A structural lid to support the Edmonds Crossing Project
would cover approximately two-thirds of the Unocal site. All process
facilities of the treatment plant would have non-structural covers to
prevent the release of odors. The Unocal site provides the potential
opportunity to deliver two regional infrastructure projects at one
location and it has the potential to lower the overall costs as opposed to
doing them separately. Additionally, there are the added benefits of
enhancing the nearby wetlands, fish hatchery, and public shoreline
access.
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Response to Comment C9-5

An EIS requires discussion of the project’s relationship to
land use plans and policies. This discussion can be found in
Chapter 11 under the Regulatory Environment and Impacts
sections in the Draft EIS and has been updated in the
Regulatory Environment, Impacts and Mitigation sections,
and Appendix 11-A, Land Use Plans and Policies:
Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment System, of the
Final EIS. The discussion identifies the proposal’s
consistencies as well as inconsistencies with existing plans
and policies, meeting one of the purposes of SEPA:
disclosure. SEPA does not, however, require that a proponent
demonstrate in an EIS consistency with land use plans and
policies. This EIS does identify those instances in which
rezones or other legislative changes may be required to allow
a Brightwater Treatment Plant to become consistent with
existing plans and policies. The Brightwater EIS also
identifies the principal permits and approvals that are
required for the various Brightwater facilities. Information
relating to permit or approval criteria is also provided. SEPA
does not require that an EIS demonstrate that each condition
or criteria of permits and regulatory approvals for a proposed
project be identified. The appropriate time and place for
evaluating the extent to which a project satisfies any specific
permit or approval criteria is in the local, state, and federal
permit and approval processes. For the Brightwater project,
this process will be initiated following issuance of the Final
EIS and selection of a specific Brightwater System. It is at
this time that the final details of the system facilities would
be more clearly defined, and permit processing would begin.

Several Draft EIS comments focused on the extent to which
current development regulations or essential public facility
(EPF) criteria may not ultimately be met by the project. In
some instances, as identified in the EIS, legislative changes
(i.e., rezone) may be required for the Brightwater System to
be built. This is not unusual at this early stage in the siting
process for large regional facilities. In other instances, King
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County will, following issuance of the Final EIS and selection of a
specific Brightwater System, proceed to apply for regulatory permits
and approvals and will be demonstrating compliance with permit
criteria. In all cases, the Brightwater facilities would be constructed
under applicable laws.

King County may pursue other legal avenues in order to clarify
applicable regulatory requirements and secure the ability to construct
Brightwater facilities.

Response to Comment C9-6

The proposed daylighting of Willow Creek is included in the proposed
Brightwater Treatment Plant at the Unocal site and is shown in the site
layout in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. The Brightwater Treatment Plant
facilities would occupy the majority of the useable area of the site and
therefore any co-located facility, such as the Edmonds Crossing project,
would be constructed on top of a lid above the treatment facilities. The
proposed treatment plant fits within the boundaries of the vegetation
areas (with the exception of the space reserved for conventional
activated sludge [CAS] for the 72-mgd sub-alternative). In addition, the
complete functionality of the Edmonds Crossing facility is incorporated
into the conceptual lid design, including any mitigation measures
proposed. Additional description of the lid sub-alternative and the site
layouts for each sub-alternative are shown in the Appendix 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant.
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Response to Comment C9-7

SEPA does not require that all reasonable alternatives be
evaluated in an EIS. In order to provide meaningful
information and detail on each system, the Brightwater EIS is
limited to three action alternatives plus the No Action
Alternative. Moreover, considerable analysis and earlier
SEPA review preceded this EIS. For example, during Phase 1
of the Brightwater siting process, over 95 land areas were
considered as a potential site for the treatment plant. These
land areas were analyzed for serious engineering and
environmental constraints that would limit the construction or
operation of a wastewater treatment facility. Examples of
constraints include steep slopes, flood zones, and biological
preserves or conservation areas. This analysis revealed that
approximately 38 of the 95 land areas were largely
unconstrained. Next, policy site screening criteria were
applied to these land areas, and as a result of this work, the
King County Council adopted six candidate sites in May
2001. These six candidate sites were further evaluated, which
led to the King County Council December 2001 decision,
approving the Unocal and Route 9 Systems to continue
forward in the environmental review process. A SEPA EIS
was issued on the RWSP in 1998 that identified the need for
Brightwater, and there were three separate subsequent SEPA
determinations associated with the process outlined above.

Information is documented and available on hard copy at area
libraries, on CD upon request through the Brightwater project
team at 206-684-6799, toll-free at 1-888-707-8571, via e-mail
at brightwater@metrokc.gov, and online at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm.

Response to Comment C9-8

The King County Council adopted the Regional Wastewater
Services Plan (RWSP) by Ordinance 13680 in November
1999. This ordinance identifies the need for a new regional
north treatment plant, now known as the Brightwater System,
to serve the wastewater treatment capacity needs of the
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northern portion of King County’s wastewater service area. No site had
been identified before or at the time this ordinance was adopted.
Ordinance 13680 provides policy guidelines on the siting of the
Brightwater System. For example, treatment plant policy (TPP) 2 of
Ordinance 13680 states: “King County shall provide additional
wastewater treatment capacity to serve growing wastewater needs by
constructing a new north treatment plant in north King county or south
Snohomish county and then expanding the treatment capacity at the
south treatment plant....” The Final EIS for the RWSP does not identify
any specific sites for the new north treatment plant. Figure EP1-1 of the
Final EIS for the RWSP states: “No site identified at this time for north
treatment plant, conveyance, or outfall.”

Response to Comment C9-9

The purpose of the Brightwater Public Involvement Plan is to inform
and involve interested and affected individuals and groups. King County
has worked to provide people with multiple opportunities to learn more
and to express their opinions on the project in the manner that best
meets their individual needs. For a list of public involvement activities
to date, please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-31.

Response to Comment C9-10

Snohomish County agencies were involved in wastewater planning as
early as 1992 when the Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle (Metro)
was developing Wastewater 2020 Plus. Agencies participating in
Wastewater 2020 Plus included the Alderwood Water District, the City
of Edmonds Public Services, Snohomish County Community
Development, a Snohomish County councilmember, and the City of
Everett Public Works (Wastewater 2020 Plus: Summary of Stakeholder
Interviews, prepared for the Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle by
HDR Engineering, Inc., Barney and Worth, Inc., and Associated Firms,
March 1992).

During 1994, a Determination of Significance and Scoping Notice on
the proposed Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP) was
published in The Seattle Times on September 1 and in the Northshore
Citizen on September 14 and September 21. Notice was mailed to 2,000

agencies and/or individuals on the RWSP mailing list. The list included
the mayors, councilmembers, and planning and public works
departments in the Cities of Bothell, Brier, Edmonds, Everett,
Lynnwood, Marysville, Mill Creek, Mountlake Terrace, Mukilteo, and
Stanwood and in the Town of Woodway, and the mayor,
councilmembers, and planning and public works departments of
Snohomish County. In addition, water and sewer districts on the mailing
list were notified, including Alderwood, Cross Valley, Everett, Olympic
Terrace, Olympic View, and Silver Lake. Names of Snohomish County
citizens who had expressed an interest in wastewater issues were added
to the mailing list and notified. This included individuals in Alderwood
Manor (1), Bothell (15), Brier (5), Edmonds (71), Everett (50), Lake
Stevens (4), Lynnwood (57), and Mountlake Terrace (29).

An electronic copy of the Determination of Significance and Scoping
Notice was posted on the Seattle Community Network. Scoping
meetings were held in downtown Seattle on September 13 and 21, in
Renton on September 15, in Auburn on September 22, in Bothell on
September 27, and in south Seattle on September 29. King County
received 69 written comments on the scope of the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS), including comments from three citizens of Snohomish
County—one each from Brier, Everett, and Lynnwood.

During 1995 and 1996, information on the proposed RWSP was
provided to members of the public through displays in public places,
sewer bill inserts for customers of local sewer agencies served by King
County, and presentations to the Regional Water Quality Committee
(RWQC). The RWQC provides guidance to the Metropolitan King
County Council on regional water quality and sewer service issues.

The Draft RWSP and EIS were issued on May 7, 1997, and the public
comment period ran from May 7 to August 5, 1997. Residents of
Snohomish County were notified of the RWSP EIS in several ways: A
notice of Draft EIS availability was published in The Seattle Times on
May 8, 1997, The Daily Journal of Commerce on May 8 and May 19,
1997, and The Everett Herald on May 8, 1997. Advertisements were
placed in other newspapers with Snohomish County circulation,
including the Woodinville Weekly, the Northshore Citizen, and the
Lynnwood Enterprise. Notice also was mailed to everyone on the RWSP
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mailing list, as described above. The RWSP, Draft EIS, and Draft
Financing Plan were available from the King County Wastewater
Division, and they could be reviewed at the Mill Creek Public Library in
Snohomish County, Seattle libraries, the University of Washington
library, and on the King County Web site.

Public hearings on the Draft EIS were held in downtown Seattle on June
11, in Renton on June 18, in Shoreline on June 24, in Bellevue on June
30, and in Woodinville on July 16. Testimony was recorded by a court
reporter at all of the hearings. Five citizens of Snohomish County,
including two councilmembers from the Town of Woodway, attended
the public hearings held in Shoreline and Woodinville.

During the comment period, 75 commenters provided a total of 381
comments as either hearing testimony or written comments.
Commenters included 55 private individuals or organizations, 12 local
government agencies, 5 state agencies, 1 federal agency, and 2 tribal
governments. Comments on the Draft EIS were received from
Snohomish County agencies and citizens, including the City of
Edmonds Public Works, the mayor and councilmembers of the Town of
Woodway, The Chevron Real Estate Management Company, and one
Woodway citizen.

In 1997, the RWSP Executive’s Advisory Committee met; the
Committee included representatives of Snohomish County, the City of
Everett, the City of Lynnwood, and the Alderwood Water and Sewer
District. An RWQC Workshop was also held in 1997.

When the Executive’s Preferred Plan and Final EIS on the RWSP were
issued in 1998, a brochure summarizing the RWSP was mailed to
everyone on the RWSP mailing list. Public meetings were held in
Bothell, Seattle, and Renton. A total of 126 people attended, and 29 of
them provided comments about the RWSP.

In addition, King County has worked with several committees over the
years to provide information on the RWSP and discuss concerns. These
committees include the RWQC, the Citizens’ Water Quality Advisory
Committee, and the Metropolitan Water Pollution Abatement Advisory
Committee (MWPAAC). MWPAAC includes representatives from all
local sewer agencies served by King County, including those in

Snohomish County.

Response to Comment C9-11

Please refer to the response to Comment C9-3 in this letter, and the
response to the Sno-King Environmental Alliance/Joseph, Comment
O17-49, in regards to the Draft EIS discussion of worst-case analysis.
This comment also addresses the adequacy of the analysis of land use
issues associated with the Unocal System alternative, but fails to
identify specific concerns. Please refer to the responses to the more
specific City of Edmonds’ comments on the Draft EIS Land Use
Chapter, Comments C9-83 to C9-96. The Final EIS also states that one
Unocal sub-alternative, the possible construction at some future date of
a public park over the structural lid, has been withdrawn. Finally, the
Final EIS does provide additional analysis of the Unocal Structural Lid
sub-alternative in Chapter 3.
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Response to Comment C9-12

Since the date of issuance of the Draft EIS, additional
analysis has been and will continue to be conducted on all
aspects of Brightwater. The portions of the work that relate to
information that SEPA requires be addressed in an EIS are
included in this Final EIS. Thus, considerable additional
detail is included on all EIS alternatives and portal locations.
For example, specific candidate portal sites are now
identified in the Final EIS for each conveyance corridor. In
certain areas where the Draft EIS took a “worst-case”
approach, the additional information generated in the
following 10 months makes it possible for the Final EIS to
include a far more specific evaluation of significant impacts
and identification of mitigation measures. These impacts fall
within the parameters of what was in some instances a more
generalized analysis in the Draft EIS. Outside the scope of
the EIS, King County is working on a range of issues
associated with the design, construction and operation of
Brightwater facilities. Much of this information is also shared
with the public and regulatory agencies. The permit process
in many jurisdictions will provide an additional opportunity
to conduct additional evaluation of impacts and further
consider mitigation that may be appropriate for any given
Brightwater facility.
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Response to Comment C9-13

Additional detail has been provided in Chapter 3 of the Final
EIS on the location of the specific treatment plant processes
with the sub-alternatives for the Unocal site. The site layouts
for all sub-alternatives are shown in Chapter 3 and Appendix
3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.
For the 36 million gallon per day (mgd), 54 mgd and 72 mgd
treatment plant alternatives with the multimodal lid, there
would still be a minimum 50 foot buffer setback from the
property line to the outside wall of the closest process
buildings. In addition, there would be vertical buffer of the
treatment plant would be below the multimodal facility and
below the Woodway residents located at elevation 175 (the
top treatment plant terrace would be at elevation 125).

Response to Comment C9-14

Ordinance 14278 confirmed that the Unocal site meets the
site selection criteria adopted by Ordinance 14107. Please
refer to the response to Comment C9-4 in this letter, for more
information on the Edmonds Crossing sub-alternative.
Updated information on buffers, impacts, and mitigation
measures can also be found in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C9-15

While membrane technology could potentially be used to
upgrade the South Treatment Plant in Renton, the conveyance
system to the plant would not be able to handle the predicted
Brightwater flows. The option of upgrading one of the
existing King County treatment plants in lieu of building a
new treatment plant, was evaluated in the Regional
Wastewater Services Plan, and a new treatment plant was
selected as the Preferred Alternative.

Response to Comment C9-16

Odor control facilities will be installed along the Unocal
influent alignment at locations where odors may be released.
This will be at Portal 14 (North Creek), Portal 11 (Kenmore),
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and Portal 7 (Lake Forest Park). Portal 7 will have a force main
discharge structure. Additionally, liquid phase treatment (chemical
injection) is proposed at Portal 14 and the new pump station at Portal 11
along the proposed Unocal conveyance route to reduce odors along the
conveyance route and at the proposed Unocal Treatment Plant site.
Chemical injection has been used successfully by King County to
reduce odors. The injected chemicals will oxidize dissolved hydrogen
sulfide gas within the liquid and reduce any potential gas emissions
downstream. Additionally, vapor phase treatment will occur at each
underground structure to treat fugitive air that may outgas.

Response to Comment C9-17

Significant additional facilities would not be required for the sub-
alternative at the Unocal site that combines the treatment plant with the
Edmonds Crossing project. In this sub-alternative, the public would not
have any additional access to the treatment plant. The public access
would be limited to the multimodal facility, which would be above and
separated from the treatment plant.

In the treatment plant design, all liquid process tanks would be covered
and redundant units provided. Multi-stage odor control systems would
be used and would prevent odors from reaching people at the
multimodal facility. No additional level of odor control would be
required for the Unocal Structural Lid sub-alternative.

Access security and visual screenings would be included as part of the
treatment plant. The Unocal Structural Lid sub-alternative would
actually provide additional visual screenings because the multimodal
facility would cover and hide a large portion of the treatment plant. All
chemical and diesel storage and handling would be designed to comply
with the applicable local, state, and federal regulations, such as the
Uniform Fire Code (UFC), Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA), and OSHA. No gas would be stored onsite. Emergency
evacuation procedures for the multimodal portion of the site would be
developed during final design.

The staging area for the biosolids trucks would be on the upper terrace
of the treatment plant and the public would not have access to the
treatment plant. No additional staging area would be required for the

biosolids trucks anywhere else in the plant or near the multimodal
facility.
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Response to Comment C9-18

The Draft EIS did evaluate the potential environmental
impacts associated with the co-location of the Brightwater
project at the Unocal site and the Edmonds Crossing project
in Chapters 3, 4, 5, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 16. The impacts of
this co-location are also evaluated in further detail in
Chapters 4 through 17 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C9-19

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment C9-20

Chapter 11 of the Final EIS has been revised to include a
discussion of the regional significance and support for the
Edmonds Crossing project. The Final EIS has been revised to
provide more detail on the “Unocal Structural Lid” sub-
alternative that considers co-location with the Edmonds
Crossing project. This is considered a “sub-alternative” in
that it has many of the same characteristics as the Base
Alternative for the Unocal site. The project description for
the Unocal Structural Lid sub-alternative is described in
detail in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment C9-21

Chapter 1 of the Final EIS has been revised to reflect current
dates and events.

Response to Comment C9-22

Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS indicates that 34 acres would be
required if the sub-alternative of treating the flows from the
cities of Edmonds and Lynnwood was incorporated into the
Brightwater Treatment Plant. This sub-alternative could
occur only if Brightwater is located at the Unocal site and if
the cities of Edmonds and Lynnwood decided to pursue such
an option.

Response to Comment C9-23

The layouts for each site and sub-alternatives are shown in
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. Layouts and treatment plant
footprint sizes are also included in Appendix 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. The Route 9
site area required for the treatment plant facilities is
approximately 77 acres. For Unocal 36- and 54-mgd plants,
34.5 acres are required, 34.7 acres for 72 mgd, and 39.1 acres
for 72 mgd with the lid. The revised figures are included in
Chapter 3 and 7 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C9-24

Thank you for your comment. The text of the Final EIS has
been clarified.

Response to Comment C9-25

A feasibility analysis of reclaimed water usage has been
conducted for both sites. The results of the analysis can be
found in Appendix 3-D, Reclaimed Water Technology
Review and Evaluation of Potential Water Reuse
Opportunities.
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Response to Comment C9-26

King County will continue to coordinate with the City of Edmonds as it
relates to technology and potential consistency with community goals.
King County would work directly with the City on all aspects of project
design that fall under City jurisdiction. Odor control regulations in this
region are promulgated by the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency. These
regulations are described in detail in the Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air
Quality: Treatment Plant. The City of Edmonds can provide comments
to the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, for consideration in its permit
process. The types of odor control and solids processing technologies
proposed for the project are described in the Appendix 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant.
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Response to Comment C9-27

King County has a separate agreement with the Town of
Woodway that obligates the County to treat Woodway’s
sewage but does not specify how or where it will be treated.
Under that agreement, those determinations are left to the
County. The Town of Woodway’s sewage disposal
agreement with King County is not related to the flow
transfer issue raised by the City of Edmonds.

King County has an agreement with Edmonds for treatment
(by Edmonds) of sewage from the County’s Richmond Beach
Service Area. That service area includes the Town of
Woodway. Modification of that agreement before its
expiration in 2036 would require concurrence of both parties
(King County and Edmonds). Woodway is not a party to the
County’s agreement with Edmonds.

Response to Comment C9-28

Please refer to the response to Comment C9-15 in this letter.

Response to Comment C9-29

Anaerobic digestion is used at wastewater treatment facilities
throughout the United States that are located near residential
and commercial areas. The treatment processes for both the
Route 9 and Unocal Treatment Plants include anaerobic
digestion. An alternatives analysis was done early in the
design process selected anaerobic digestion. It is unclear from
the comment which comparison is referred to by the
commentor. King County does not intend to use a process
other than anaerobic digestion.

No methane would be stored onsite. The digesters themselves
would be designed and operated to be safe and are
compatible with land uses such as those planned for the
Unocal site and the surrounding area. Anaerobic digestion is
supported by King County’s current biosolids policies. The
policies were adopted by the King County Council in
November 1999, as part of the Regional Wastewater Services
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Plan, Ordinance 13680. The policies are intended to guide King County
to continue to produce and market Class B biosolids. Ordinance 13680
states that King County shall strive to achieve beneficial use of
wastewater solids. A beneficial use can be any use that proves to be
environmentally safe and economically sound, and that utilizes the
advantageous qualities of the material. Anaerobic digestion produces
biosolids that can be used for beneficial reuse.

Response to Comment C9-30

Wastewater facility design and operational requirements and standards
established by the Washington State Department of Ecology, the
National Fire Protection Association (NFPA 820: Standard for Fire
Protection in Wastewater Treatment and Collection Facilities), and the
Uniform Fire Code (UFC) minimize the risk of potential explosions
associated with gases such as methane in the wastewater conveyance
and treatment system due to seismic or other events. King County has
never had an explosion within its current wastewater system, and such
explosions are in fact very rare in treatment plants in the United States
due to the UFC and other applicable regulations. For additional
discussion of methane explosion risks, refer to Chapter 9 of the Final
EIS.

Response to Comment C9-31

Please refer to the response to Comment C9-5 in this letter.
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Response to Comment C9-32

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-30.

Response to Comment C9-33

As described in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, ultraviolet light
(UV) and sodium hypochlorite would be used for effluent
disinfection at the Unocal site. Disinfection with UV would
be used for reuse disinfection at both sites to achieve
sufficient coliform reduction to meet Class A standards for
reclaimed water. All chemical storage and handling,
including sodium hypochlorite, would comply with
applicable local, state, and federal regulations such as the
Uniform Fire Code (UFC), Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA), and Occupational Health and Safety
Act (OSHA). Such requirements include provisions for onsite
spill prevention and containment measures. For additional
information on storage and handling of hazardous materials,
please refer to Chapter 9 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C9-34

The barge dock was identified in the Draft EIS as a potential
measure to mitigate traffic impacts; however, it is no longer
included as a proposed project element for the Unocal site
and is not included in the Final EIS. It is an optional
mitigation measure that would be considered to reduce traffic
impacts on surface streets. Should the barge dock be
reconsidered for implementation at some future time, an
evaluation would be conducted on the fate of the existing
Unocal dock. If the temporary barge dock were not
constructed, the existing Unocal dock would not be
demolished, as it would be beyond the project scope of
Brightwater.

Response to Comment C9-35

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-4 in this letter, for more information on the
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Unocal Structural Lid sub-alternative. Chapters 4 through 17 of the
Final EIS describe impacts associated with co-location of the
Brightwater Treatment Plant with the Edmonds Crossing project.

Response to Comment C9-36

Average daily flows from the Alderwood Water and Sewer District
totaled 9.2 mgd to 9.4 mgd in 2000 and are projected to be 13.1 mgd to
13.3 mgd in 2010. This is just over one-third of the planned 36-mgd
Brightwater Treatment Plant. It is speculative at this time whether King
County may in the future reduce its sewer service area. Eliminating the
Alderwood District’s flow from the entire King County System would
not obviate the need for Brightwater, because of overall growth in the
King County wastewater system and corresponding capacity issues at
both the West Point Treatment Plant and the South Treatment Plant in
Renton, which are currently treating flows from the part of the service
area Brightwater would serve. If the Alderwood Water District did not
contribute flows to Brightwater, phasing the facility would be
investigated such as building an initial 18-mgd increment with the
second and third increments, of 18 mgd each, to follow later.

The original agreement with Alderwood Water and Sewer District was
executed in December 1966. The termination date of this agreement was
changed from July 1, 2016 to July 1, 2036, in December 1991. Potential
flow transfer benefits to the Alderwood Water and Sewer District
include the elimination of lift stations and reduction of energy and
operation costs. Similarly, with this agreement, King County retains its
customer base thereby reducing the cost per customer for its operations
and future expansion. In addition, please refer to the response to
Comment C9-130, in this letter regarding Alderwood Water and Sewer
District’s plans for future development in regards to King County
wastewater treatment.

Response to Comment C9-37

Please refer to response to Comment C9-15 in this letter.
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Response to Comment C9-38

The proposed discharge would require approval of the
Washington State Department of Ecology and, if approved,
would be permitted in the NPDES permit for the Brightwater
Treatment Plant. Specific requirements of the Edmonds
discharge permit would not apply as permits are facility
specific and the Brightwater Treatment Plant would have its
own permit. Bypass of the treatment process and discharge of
untreated wastewater would only occur if there was a power
outage at the influent pump station and the redundant power
supply sources (second electrical feed and onsite power
generation) failed. Under this scenario, there would be a time
delay of approximately 6 hours before the bypass would
occur as the existing storage and the entire influent
conveyance system from North Creek (Portal 14) to the
bypass location would be filled. The time delay could be
sufficient to energize the influent pumps before a bypass was
to occur. A bypass would be expected to occur only under
catastrophic conditions when all three power sources fail for
a prolonged period of time, which would be approximately
once every 100 years for Phase 1 (2010–2039) and
approximately once every 75 years for Phase 2.

Response to Comment C9-39

For updated information regarding aesthetic impacts and
mitigation measures, please refer to Chapter 12 of the Final
EIS. Please refer to the response to Comment C9-4 in this
letter for more information on the Edmonds Crossing sub-
alternative.

Response to Comment C9-40

It is premature to specify the surveying method at this stage
of the project. Specific details concerning surveying methods,
accuracy, locations, frequency, and so forth would be
developed during the design, permitting, and bidding stages
of the project, and in consultation with local jurisdictions
through which the conveyance would pass.
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Response to Comment C9-41

Aesthetic/visual impacts have been illustrated and analyzed in Chapter
12 of the Final EIS, including all of the treatment facility buildings and
structures as they are proposed for development at designated design
elevations, and structures that could be constructed at portal sites.

Response to Comment C9-42

The range of erosion control measures that could be implemented for
the Brightwater System is described in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. Areas
of potential erosion potential are described in Chapter 4. As more
specificity of the actual design is developed and finalized, more detailed
erosion control measures will be described, analyzed, and summarized
for the necessary regulatory review and permit approvals. Please refer to
the response to Comment C9-4 in this letter.
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Response to Comment C9-43

The required mitigation measures necessary when
contaminated soil or groundwater are encountered depends
on the extent and nature of the contamination and on the
applicable regulatory requirements. The site owner is
presently conducting ongoing remediation efforts and so the
nature and extent of contamination is changing. If the Unocal
site is selected for the Brightwater project, King County will
address contamination in accordance with all applicable
regulations. Provisions will be included in the construction
specifications that identify these requirements. Identification
of mitigation measures beyond meeting regulations is
premature at this time. To our knowledge, no specific
provisions are presently in-place to protect the marsh or
wildlife habitat from the existing contaminated groundwater.
However, if the Brightwater Treatment Plant is built at the
site, groundwater dewatering necessary for construction
would be expected to pump out contaminated groundwater if
present and if encountered, resulting in an improved
condition over the present. In addition, Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS, describes a
groundwater dewatering system approach for the Unocal site
that combines dewatering wells with a vertical barrier wall
adjacent to the marsh that will limit flow into and out of the
marsh.

This statement has been clarified in the Final EIS. The
retaining walls planned for the site will result in a stable
hillslope configuration after the cuts into the upper yard are
made please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIS for more
information.

Appendix 6-B describes the known contaminated soil and
groundwater conditions at the Unocal site. If the Unocal site
is selected for the Brightwater Treatment Plant, any soil or
groundwater contamination encountered as part of
construction, including groundwater removed as part of
dewatering necessary to construct the facilities will be
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treated, managed, and disposed as required by applicable regulations. If
contaminated groundwater is encountered and removed as part of
construction dewatering, this will result in an improved condition both
to the site groundwater and to the Edmonds Marsh area. Chapter 6 of the
Final EIS discusses groundwater treatment options that may be used to
treat extracted contaminated groundwater if encountered. Also, the
response to the Washington State Department of Ecology, Comment
W5-43, provides a synopsis of contamination mitigation approaches.

Response to Comment C9-44

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-43.

Response to Comment C9-45

King County is committed to avoiding significant impacts to this
sensitive resource during construction and operation. It is likely that
regular monitoring of the adjacent Edmonds Marsh during construction
will be part of the permitting process. King County will work with
permitting agencies to develop appropriate monitoring protocols for the
marsh. Edmonds Marsh including its various habitat types, is described
in more detail in Appendix 7-C, Unocal Sensitive Areas Technical
Report. Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department
of Natural Resources, Comments W3-187 and W3-191, which discuss
dewatering and stormwater treatment, and how adjacent sensitive areas
will be protected during construction and operations.
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Response to Comment C9-46

The Final EIS provides additional specificity with respect to
both conveyance and portal information. This includes more
information on locations of portal site alternatives, portal and
conveyance corridor design, portal construction techniques,
and appropriate mitigation. Please refer to Appendix 3-B,
Project Description: Conveyance, of the Final EIS and
Comment C9-3 in this letter for more information.

Following issuance of the Final EIS and the King County
Executive’s decision on a Brightwater System, jurisdictions
with regulatory authority over Brightwater facilities will be
able to conduct additional detailed discussion with King
County concerning the construction and operation of any
facilities proposed in their jurisdiction, as part of their
respective permit and approval processes.
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Response to Comment C9-47

The exhaust emissions from the biosolids trucks have not
been included in the Final EIS. There would only be two to
three biosolids trucks per day, and the exhaust emissions
from these trucks would be negligible compared to the
emissions from the thousands of vehicles that travel in
Edmonds each day. Please refer to responses to Comments
C9-52 and C9-53 in this letter for a discussion of odor control
measures for biosolids trucking operations.

Response to Comment C9-48

The Brightwater design team considered other approaches,
including rail and barge, and trucking was found to be the
most cost-effective including considerations for odor control.
All trucks would be filled in enclosed buildings and covered
to trap any odors while en route to the reuse site. Please refer
to the response to Comment C9-47 in this letter.

Response to Comment C9-49

The Brightwater Treatment Plant would be designed to
prevent unavoidable odor emissions. There would be
redundant units available for use in the case of equipment
failure. There would also be maintenance air scrubbers that
would only be used while maintenance is being performed
(e.g., tank cleaning). This would prevent fugitive emissions
from tanks. The technologies chosen for Brightwater are
widely used throughout the world. A survey of several
wastewater treatment plants and their odor control systems
was performed in 2002 and is included in the Phase 3
Technical Documentation from the Brightwater Siting Study
(Odor Control for Brightwater Treatment Facility Technical
Memorandum [November 2002] and Odor Modeling
Approach for the Brightwater Treatment Facility Technical
Memorandum [November 2002]). In addition, the state-of-
the-art conservative design of the Brightwater System
including the odor control system’s ability to handle peak
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loads and have redundant units makes comparison with identical
processes impossible.

Response to Comment C9-50

The digesters would have fixed covers. Digester gas could only escape
to the atmosphere through the emergency pressure relief vents. Each
vent would have a carbon system to scrub the digester gas before it is
released to the atmosphere.
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Response to Comment C9-51

The digesters would be fully enclosed with fixed roofs. Only
trace amounts of digester gas could escape through pressure
relief vents during emergency conditions to prevent over-
pressuring of the digester and its gas utilization system. The
digesters and digester gas utilization system would be
designed to minimize any potential emergency digester gas
venting. A carbon system would be located at all vents for
odor prevention and would scrub the gas in the event of an
emergency release. During normal operations, the digester’s
gas system should be sealed with no leaks.

Response to Comment C9-52

The biosolids haul trucks were custom designed in 2000 with
an onboard tarp system to minimize odor. These loaded
trucks will leave the Brightwater Treatment Plant on a daily
basis. Loaded trucks parked or staged onsite will be covered
by their vinyl tarps to contain odor. Because the tarps prevent
open-air contact, odors from the trucks are greatly reduced.

Response to Comment C9-53

The dump trucks and trailers used to haul biosolids were
custom designed to minimize noise and odor. The boxes of
the vehicles have clean smooth lines to be more appealing in
a community situation. Each truck and trailer combination
carries about 34 tons of semi-solid biosolids covered with an
attached tarp. Although the biosolids are not liquid, the
tailgates include a watertight seal. The covers contain the
biosolids well during transport, so there are no leaks and no
spills under normal operating conditions. While the boxes of
the truck and trailer are not airtight, they do an excellent job
of holding the biosolids safely and restricting odors. During
transport, odor tends to be the result of air contact, and with
the tarps covering the biosolids, odors are contained very
well.
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Response to Comment C9-54

For information on the odor prevention program and the monitoring that
will be performed on the odor control system, please refer to the
response to the Washington State Department of Transportation,
Comment W2-5. Additional information about the wastewater treatment
process and the odor control technology selected is provided in Final
EIS, Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant.

Response to Comment C9-55

There are no septage and waste grease receiving facilities proposed at
the Brightwater Treatment Plant. Septage and waste grease haulers
would dispose of their wastes at the South Treatment Plant, as currently
practiced.

Response to Comment C9-56

Coastal wind and rainstorms would not affect the performance of the
odor prevention system. Rainstorms and wind were modeled in the
meteorological data from Paine Field and the Unocal site, and the model
results predict no detectable offsite odor concentrations. In addition,
wind and rainstorms tend to reduce odor impacts.
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Response to Comment C9-57

Discussion of this issue is provided in Appendix 5-B, Odor
Analysis: Conveyance, and Chapter 5 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C9-58

For information on sensitive receptors, please refer to the
response to the City of Woodinville, Comment C5-125.

Response to Comment C9-59

Please refer to the response to the City of Woodinville,
Comment C5-95.

Response to Comment C9-60

Dual electric feed to the site, standby power, and redundant
equipment all would be provided for the Brightwater
Treatment Plant to ensure reliable treatment plant operation
during power outages and equipment failure. This would help
prevent overflows. Influent flow conveyance strategies are
also provided to manage inflows to the plant during periods
of extreme rainfall so that treatment capacities are not
exceeded and overflows are avoided.

During emergency flow conditions, when storm-influenced
flows exceed either the capacities of the treatment plant or
conveyance system, the four following flow management
strategies would be implemented to reduce the potential for
overflows:

• Utilize any available storage in the Brightwater influent
conveyance pipeline.
• Divert excess flows into the Logboom Park Storage
Facility and/or North Creek Storage Facility. The stored
wastewater would then be returned to the conveyance system
once peak flows have subsided and conveyance capacity is
available.
• Divert wastewater to King County’s West Point and
South Treatment Plants through the Kenmore Interceptor
Section 2 and Eastside Interceptor, respectively.
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• Implement controlled filling of select conveyance pipelines to
provide additional flow storage.

Emergency releases of untreated wastewater would be discharged at
either the safety relief point in Kenmore to the Sammamish River or
through the Brightwater Treatment Plant outfall to Puget Sound. As
stated in to Appendix 3-E, Flow Management and Safety Relief Point,
discharges at either location are estimated to occur approximately once
every 100 years through Phase 1 (2010–2039) and approximately once
every 75 years for Phase 2 (2040 and beyond). Overflows to the
Edmonds Waterfront and the Union Oil Marsh would only occur if both
a once in 75 and a once in 100 year event occurs and both the safety
relief point and the outfall are not fully functional. However, such
overflows are not anticipated and are unlikely due to dual electric feed
to the site, standby power, and redundant equipment. SEPA regulations
require that probable impacts be addressed, but not those that merely
have a possibility of occurring, but are remote or speculative (WAC
197-11-782).

Response to Comment C9-61

The Final EIS does not include a specific quantification of the potential
impacts of a tsunami on the proposed Unocal site. Consistent with the
SEPA rules, WAC 197-11-782, the EIS focuses on probable significant
adverse impacts and does not include impacts that are speculative or
unforeseeable due to their infrequency. While it is acknowledged that it
is theoretically possible that a tsunami could impact the Unocal site,
such impacts are of a potential frequency that does not warrant their
inclusion in the Final EIS. However, the treatment plant would be
designed to comply with all applicable building code and Ecology
requirements to withstand seismic events and other geologic hazards.
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Response to Comment C9-62

The issues of impact to groundwater movement, quantity, and
quality are discussed in more detail in Chapter 6 and
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
To summarize, the groundwater regime (which encompasses
quality and hydrology) will not be materially impacted by
construction or operation of the conveyance system. No
effects on groundwater quality are expected due to hydraulic
gradients along the tunnels that are consistently inward
during both construction and operation. Please see the
response to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-9.

Response to Comment C9-63

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43.

Response to Comment C9-64

It is assumed that when backflow prevention is mentioned
that the reference is to locations where public water supply
may be used during construction and to support the system
components and treatment processes during operations. In
these cases, backflow prevention would be provided and
designed in accordance with the most current codes and
standards.

Response to Comment C9-65

Potential impacts to buffers of Shelleberger Creek, Willow
Creek, and Edmonds Marsh, as well as other onsite wetlands
associated with the 72-mgd option at Unocal, are discussed in
Chapter 7 of the Final EIS. Impacts to habitat and proposed
conceptual mitigation for the 72-mgd sub-alternative at
Unocal are illustrated in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS. Impacts
to Willow Creek and Shelleberger Creek are described for the
72-mgd Unocal sub-alternative in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.
Noise impacts are described in Chapter 10 and aesthetic
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impacts associated with the 72-mgd option are discussed in Chapter 12
of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C9-66

As described in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS, approximately 28 acres of
the 53-acre Unocal site are developed. Gravel covered roads and
industrial areas (including associated subsoils) are typically very highly
compacted and produce runoff similar in magnitude to hard covered
areas such as concrete of asphalt. As a result these surfaces act as
impervious surfaces. Changes have been made to Chapter 6 of the Final
EIS. Also, refer to the project description in Appendix 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS for more information on
impervious surface amounts associated with the project.

The graveled area within the Unocal site had been subjected to years of
industrial activity during its former use. Such surfaces are typically
highly compacted and are almost always considered impervious area for
purposes of stormwater runoff analysis. Depending on the sub-
alternative selected, the Unocal site could have anywhere from 25 to 28
acres of impervious surface upon buildout of all phases of the plant.
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Response to Comment C9-67

King County recognizes the City of Edmonds’ concern about
vegetation removal and is committed to avoiding and
minimizing impacts wherever feasible. Where vegetation and
habitat impacts cannot be avoided or minimized, appropriate
mitigation will be provided, such as replanting with native
vegetation to replace lost habitat. Please refer to the response
to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-97.

Response to Comment C9-68

Groundwater analyses of the effects of construction
dewatering at the Unocal site are described in Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS. Also, please
refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-15.

Response to Comment C9-69

King County’s current biosolids policies were adopted by the
King County Council in November 1999, as part of the
Regional Wastewater Services Plan, Ordinance 13680. The
policies are intended to guide King County to continue to
produce and market Class B biosolids. They state that King
County shall strive to achieve beneficial use of wastewater
solids. A beneficial use can be any use that proves to be
environmentally safe, economically sound, and utilizes the
advantageous qualities of the material.

A cost-benefit analysis that compares the natural resources
consumed in trucking biosolids and emissions generated to
other methods of solids handling will not be performed for
this Final EIS. As noted in WAC 197-11-450, a cost-benefit
analysis is not required by SEPA. Incineration or landfill
disposal of biosolids would not provide beneficial reuse of
biosolids and have not been considered for the Brightwater
Treatment Plant as they are inconsistent with Ordinance
13680 (http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/biosolids/Forest.htm,
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/biosolids/Compost.htm).
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Ordinance 13680 states that King County shall consider new and
innovative technologies for wastewater solids processing, energy
recovery, and beneficial uses brought forward by public or private
interests; and King County shall seek to advance the beneficial use of
wastewater solids, effluent, and methane gas through research and
demonstration projects. The current biosolids program, which recycles
the majority of the biosolids on sites in eastern Washington, is
successful and offers large capacity, reasonable costs, and benefits to
soils and crops. It will continue until alternatives are found that provide
equal or better benefits at lower costs.

Response to Comment C9-70

The option of sending solids from Brightwater to either the South or
West Point Treatment Plants is not considered to be a feasible
alternative because of the following considerations:

• The West Point Treatment Plant is limited in its solids handling
capability and does not have capacity to accept the Brightwater
solids. The South Treatment Plant does have limited available solids
handling capacity; however, that capacity will be required to handle
future solids production. Thus, offsite solids processing could only
be accomplished at the South Treatment Plant, and the operation
would be temporary. Solids handling facilities would ultimately be
required at Brightwater, or the South Treatment Plant facilities
would require expansion to accommodate the Brightwater solids
production.

• Unthickened raw solids production involves a substantial volume of
material, estimated at approximately 640,000 gallons per day on an
average annual design basis at 36 mgd. Onsite thickening at
Brightwater would reduce the raw solids volume to approximately
120,000 gallons per day on an average annual design basis.

• Trucking of unthickened solids to the South Treatment Plant would
involve approximately 106 truck trips per day at average annual
design conditions at 36 mgd. Trucking of thickened solids to the
South Treatment Plant would involve approximately 20 truck trips
per day at average annual design conditions. Piped conveyance of
solids to the South Treatment Plant raises other concerns, such as

sufficient capacity and odor risks along the conveyance corridor,
which was not designed for raw solids transport. A new pipeline
would be required to convey raw solids to conveyance facilities that
connect to the Eastside Interceptor. Either option would involve
significant costs and environmental impacts.
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Response to Comment C9-71

Fuel cell technology converts biogas (or natural gas) to
electricity. Fuel cells are an emerging technology for the
efficient, clean generation of electrical power from natural
gas and methane. Fuel cells have extremely low nitrogen
oxide (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), and other air
emissions, as compared to other technologies. However, fuel
cells are an emerging technology and the long-term reliability
and operating costs need to be validated.

The South Treatment Plant in Renton will be conducting a 2-
year pilot demonstration project (starting in November 2003)
of fuel cell technology, and fuel cells are being considered for
use at Brightwater. The decision on whether to use fuel cells
will be made during final design.

Response to Comment C9-72

Design features would be included in the Brightwater
Treatment Plant to eliminate the interference from variable
frequency drives and other electronic equipment. These
features include, but are not limited to, using metallic
conduits, shielded cables, and higher pulse drives. In
addition, the harmonics would be minimized to lessen the
potential effects from the variable frequency drives. The
treatment plant itself has sensitive electronic equipment that
needs to be protected from electronic interference.

Response to Comment C9-73

Please refer to the response to Comment C9-72 in this letter.

Response to Comment C9-74

Dual feed electric service would be provided for redundancy
and reliability at the Brightwater Treatment Plant. Snohomish
County Public Utility District (PUD) would supply electrical
energy to the site from 2 independent, high voltage feeders to
the plant from 2 substations near the Route 9 site and two
near Unocal, all fed by the SNO-KING substation. The SNO-
KING substation is a major, dual substation, with primary
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power feeds from Bonneville Power Authority and auxiliary feeds from
Seattle City Light and Puget Sound Energy. This substation is the major
electrical substation within Snohomish County. It is considered
extremely reliable and coupled with the two independent, high voltage
feeders to the plant, will provide redundancy to meet permit
requirements for reliability. In addition, a cogeneration facility would be
used to supply backup electricity with the capacity to power the plant
during under average wet weather loads. Standby diesel generators
would be provided for backup power to serve essential life and safety
needs, including critical lighting and ventilation. Additional information
on both the cogeneration facility and the emergency generator can be
found in Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment C9-75

Cogeneration turbines would be installed onsite and could be used to
power the plant if power were lost from the dual electric feeds. The
cogeneration facilities would be able to generate power using biogas
(which would only produce enough power to run a portion of the plant),
or natural gas (which would produce enough power to run the entire
plant), during average wet-weather flows. Please refer to the response to
Comment C9-74 in this letter.

Response to Comment C9-76

Chapter 3 of the Final EIS incorporates your comment.

Response to Comment C9-77

Please refer to the response to Comments C9-29 and C9-30 in this letter.
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Response to Comment C9-78

Please refer to the response to Comment C9-30 in this letter.

Response to Comment C9-79

Please refer to the response to Comment C9-30 in this letter.

Response to Comment C9-80

The City of Edmonds specifies vibration performance
standards in Chapter 17.60 of Title 17, General Zoning
Regulations, for residential zone property lines that must be
met or a variance must be obtained by the contractor.
Vibration from portal excavation will be generated primarily
by the driving of sheet piling or other means to construct the
support system necessary to excavate the portal shaft. These
activities may include the installation of slurry walls or
tangent piling as well as ground freezing for the deeper (over
200 feet) portals.

The Final EIS text has been revised to discuss in detail the
typical portal construction methods and the impacts resulting
from these methods as well as the mitigation. Sensitivity of
buildings and potential for likely damages from construction
related vibration will depend on several factors including soil
conditions and age of the building. Older buildings, built
before the more stringent seismic codes were developed, may
have potential for damage during construction activities like
pile driving. These older buildings will need to be addressed
during portal site selection and final designs. The City of
Edmonds will have the ability to comment on proposed
mitigation during their permit process for facilities within
their jurisdiction.

Response to Comment C9-81

After a final decision is made on the overall location for the
Brightwater System and facilities, King County will work
directly with affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on
mitigation strategies and solutions to Brightwater
construction and operational impacts. More information
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impacts and mitigation associated with noise and vibration can be found
in Chapter 10 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C9-82

Chapter 10 of the Final EIS includes several specific construction noise
mitigating measures to be applied to equipment and the sites at proposed
portal locations. Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-132. Removal of
existing trees will not have a substantial effect on noise levels in the
surrounding neighborhoods. Trees, especially the deciduous varieties,
provide little or no excess attenuation of noise, unless the growth is a
dense forest of 2,625 feet (800 meters) or more from the source to the
noise receiver, per Noise Control for Buildings and Manufacturing
Plants (Bolt, Beranek and Newman, Inc., 1981).
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Response to Comment C9-83

The building heights for all buildings and structures at both
the Route 9 and Unocal sites can be found in Appendix 3-A,
Project Description: Treatment Plant. The tallest building at
the Unocal site would likely be 45 feet above finished grade.
King County will discuss any City Code variance issues
during the permitting process, as required.

Response to Comment C9-84

Please refer to the response to Comment C9-18 in this letter,
incorporated herein. In the event that Executive Sims selects
the Unocal System and includes the “Unocal System Lid”
sub-alternative, then King County would discuss with City
officials any variance and other land use regulatory issues
associated with construction of the lid. This discussion would
include acknowledgement that the Brightwater Treatment
Plant is an essential public facility, along with consideration
of the variance criteria in effect at that time under the City
Code.

Response to Comment C9-85

Figures in Chapter 12 of the Final EIS depict the Unocal site
with the 72-mgd sub-alternative, and the multimodal lid,
which would allow for the Edmonds Crossing Project.

Response to Comment C9-86

A discussion of the regional policy framework under which
Brightwater has been planned is provided in Appendix 11-A,
Land Use Plans and Policies: Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, of the Final EIS. Please refer
to the response to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-6.

Consistency with local zoning provisions would be pursued
to the extent feasible to permit this essential public facility to
be constructed on schedule and with reasonable mitigation. A
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rezone of the site to the P zoning district would be required to be
consistent with the current Edmonds Zoning Code. The P zoning district
requires a conditional use permit for a wastewater treatment plant.
Please refer to the Impacts and Mitigation section of Chapter 11 of the
Final EIS for more detail.

Response to Comment C9-87

This comment essentially calls for legal analysis, as opposed to
environmental information. SEPA does not require that legal analysis be
addressed in an EIS. Moreover, non-environmental information, such as
the acquisition of property, is ordinarily entirely exempt from SEPA
evaluation. Please refer to WAC 197-11-800(5). The commenter should
direct any legal inquiries, including this comment, to the King County
Prosecuting Attorney’s Office.

Response to Comment C9-88

Chapter 11 and Appendix 11-A, Land Use Plans and Policies:
Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment System, of the Final EIS
provide additional information regarding the application of existing land
use policies of the City of Edmonds to the Unocal System alternative.
The Draft EIS and Final EIS discuss the relationship of the proposal to
land use plans, and generally the consistency of the proposal with
Edmonds Comprehensive Plan policies and zoning requirements in
Chapter 11. If amendments to the Edmonds Comprehensive Plan are
necessary for construction of facilities under the Unocal System
alternative, King County will work with the City of Edmonds to discuss
how best to expeditiously secure, consistent with state law, any
necessary amendments to development regulations that may be required
to complete the project. King County will develop the information and
analyses required beyond that needed for the EIS in the permitting
application process.
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Response to Comment C9-89

The Draft and Final EIS acknowledge that the City’s ability
to implement its Downtown Waterfront Plan will be limited
if Brightwater is located at the Unocal site. If the Unocal site
is selected, King County will work with the City of Edmonds
to discuss how best to expeditiously conduct any necessary
review and secure whatever approvals, legislative changes, or
regulatory approvals may be required, consistent with state
law, to site this essential public facility and have it
operational by 2010. As discussed in the Impacts and
Mitigation section of Chapter 11 of the Final EIS, the co-
location of Brightwater with the proposed Edmonds Crossing
multimodal facility would provide significant mitigation by
reducing the need to site each of these facilities at separate
locations. In addition, consolidation of Edmonds’ smaller
treatment plants at the Unocal site could open up these
properties for redevelopment. King County will work with
the City to identify future development or redevelopment
opportunities adjacent to the downtown area.

Response to Comment C9-90

Please refer to the response to Comment C9-89 in this letter.

Response to Comment C9-91

The Brightwater Treatment Plant at the Unocal site has a lid
sub-alternative, which allows provision for the Edmonds
Crossing project in its design. The lid would accommodate
all the facilities currently described for the project in
accordance with the Project Update - Alternative for Point
Edwards Ferry Terminal and Multimodal Center (brochure
from January 2003). The lid, and accommodation of the
Edmonds Crossing facility, is further described in Appendix
3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment C9-92

The impact to housing capacity is discussed under the
Impacts and Mitigation: Unocal System in Chapter 11 of the
Final EIS. Current land capacity data for the City of Edmonds
and Snohomish County indicate that the City has adequate
residential and employment capacity within its UGA to
accommodate the remaining portion of the adopted 2012
population and employment growth targets. The development
of Brightwater would not preclude the City from meeting its
2012 housing targets.

Response to Comment C9-93

The requesting of information on the amounts of
compensation to be offered to property owners is beyond that
required in an Environmental Impact Statement, WAC 197-
11-448(1). However, King County will follow applicable
federal and state laws and King County policies and
procedures in acquiring property for the project. Under these
provisions, King County is required to offer fair market value
for all properties acquired as determined by an independent
third-party certified appraisal. Relocation provisions follow
federal regulations to accommodate moving and re-
establishment of displaced persons and businesses. Please
refer to the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and the King County
Property Acquisition and Relocation Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm for more
information.

Response to Comment C9-94

SEPA does not require the evaluation of economic impacts
resulting from a proposed action. “SEPA contemplates that
the general welfare, social, economic and other requirements
and essential considerations of state policy will be taken into
account in weighting and balancing alternatives and in
making final decisions. The EIS is not required to evaluate
and document all of the possible effects and considerations of
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a decision or to contain the balancing judgments that must ultimately be
made by the decision makers (WAC 197-11-448(1)).”

Recent Level 2 portal screening that was conducted as part of the
Brightwater Conveyance Predesign identified candidate portal sites to
carry forward for further screening. These sites met engineering needs
and minimized environmental and community impacts. The Brightwater
Conveyance Predesign Level 2 Portal Screening process is described in
Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-B, Portal Screening Level 1 and 2
Documentation, of the Final EIS. Chapter 11 of the Final EIS has been
revised to include a more detailed discussion of land use impacts
associated with the candidate sites that have been identified along the
conveyance corridors for both the Unocal and Route 9 Systems.

Response to Comment C9-95

King County disagrees with the characterization of the facts and
conclusions included in this comment. In the event that Executive Sims
selects the Unocal System, King County would apply for any necessary
and appropriate permits and approvals from the City at that time, for the
prompt siting of this regional essential public facility.
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Response to Comment C9-96

Please refer to the response to Comment C9-5 in this letter.

Response to Comment C9-97

The park lid is no longer being considered as an option.
Figures in Chapter 12 of the Final EIS depict the Unocal site
with the multimodal lid and evaluate its impacts. Please refer
to the revised Project Description in Chapter 3 of the Final
EIS also.
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Response to Comment C9-98

Aesthetic analysis was conducted from many elevations and
at many locations within Edmonds neighborhoods. Chapter
12 indicates that the hillside and treatment facility would be
visible and become a dominant focal point from many
vantage points within Edmonds.

Chapter 12 of the Draft and Final EIS evaluates the design
criteria contained in the City of Edmonds Urban Design
Guidelines and identifies 4 of 17 design criteria that the
proposed Unocal Treatment Plant would impact. The other 13
design criteria, such as those directed at specific colors,
materials, signs and street furniture, as stated in the EIS, are
to be addressed in more detail during the design phase of the
project—when this level of technical design detail is being
formulated. This evaluation also includes a discussion of the
Downtown Waterfront Plan and the overall goals related to
aesthetics (e.g., character, scale, etc.).

The design mitigation options presented in Chapter 12, define
a range of mitigation for both the Unocal and Route 9 sites
and from each viewpoint. In so doing, they give guidance to
future design efforts that must eliminate or reduce impacts
while meeting jurisdictional design and development
standards, community preferences, and programs set for each
site. Design review and the design review process as
established and regulated by the City of Edmonds would
direct the proposal to address design criteria in permitting and
review submittals.

Chapter 12 presents several photographic and 3-D computer
simulated views of existing conditions, facility
layout/impacts, and mitigation options. Some views are from
nearby viewpoints and others are from further away—these
help to visualize the proposed facility within the context of
the surrounding environment and city neighborhoods. Also,
please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for more discussion
of project design elements and potential mitigation options.
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Response to Comment C9-99

Figures in Chapter 12 of the Final EIS depict the Unocal site with the
multimodal lid and evaluate its impacts.
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Response to Comment C9-100

A buffer comprised of plants, earthwork and other physical
elements (such as fences and walls) is a common means of
providing visual separation between land uses and/or
roadway corridors; visual relief from large expanses of
building or site development; retention of existing vegetation;
increases in site permeable area; and increased habitat
development. Minimum requirements for landscape buffering
or screening are established by zoning ordinances and site
development regulations that set specific standards for
location of buffer or screening area (usually at site perimeters
and between certain land uses), depth and area of landscaped
buffer, type and density of plant material, establishment and
growth period benchmarks (such as, “…must be of certain
height and coverage within 5 years”), and plant establishment
and maintenance obligations.

Mitigation in the form of landscape buffers have been
illustrated and described for each site and proposed facility in
both the Draft EIS and Final EIS. The Route 9 site allows for
landscape buffers ranging in size from 210 to 310 feet along
the proposed facility’s western boundary with Route 9. The
Unocal site provides opportunities for perimeter landscape
buffers of between 20 and 30 feet. King County will work
with the local jurisdiction at the selected site during the
permitting process to apply and implement appropriate
standards for landscaping, visual screening, and view
protection.

Response to Comment C9-101

Under the base alternative considered at the Unocal site, there
would be no park areas located at the treatment plant site. In
the “Unocal Structural Lid” sub-alternative, a structural “lid”
would be constructed over the northern portion of the site to
accommodate the proposed multimodal transportation
facility, Edmonds Crossing. The multimodal facility would
be a public facility, but public access would not be provided
to the treatment plant. Public access to the beach would
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remain the same as without the treatment plant at the Unocal site; the
main beach access is via Admiral Way.

Response to Comment C9-102

While public access is not formally part of the project description at this
time, King County is committed to appropriately mitigating all impacts
associated with disturbance to Marina Beach Park, the Port of Edmonds
Marina, Olympic View Park, Edmonds Marsh, City Park, and other
recreational amenities in the area. King County will work with the City
of Edmonds to identify short- and long-term recreation mitigation
opportunities, which could include, but would not be limited to,
opportunities to enhance public access.

Response to Comment C9-103

Access to recreational areas during construction would be identified
during the permitting process. Public access to the beach would remain
the same as without the treatment plant at the Unocal site when
construction has been completed; the main beach access is via Admiral
Way. The impacts to people using the beach from the construction and
operation of the treatment plant would be mitigated, as described in
Chapter 14 of the Final EIS. Construction mitigation would include
measures that minimize noise, dust, odor, and traffic impacts to the
surrounding area. Buffers and landscaping would be provided to reduce
view access of the facility.

Response to Comment C9-104

The fieldwork for the Draft EIS was performed in 2002, while the tank
farm was no longer in operation. These values and observations have
been used to evaluate the impact of the Brightwater proposal.
References to the tank farm illumination levels have been modified in
the Final EIS to reflect this; refer to Chapter 13, Impacts for the Unocal
System.
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Response to Comment C9-105

Chapter 14 of the Final EIS includes text clarifying that
Marina Beach Park, Edmonds Fishing Pier, Olympic Beach
Park, South County Senior Center and Waterfront Park, 144
Railroad Tidelands, Bracketts Landing both North and South
are designated as Regional Parks.  Edmonds Marsh, is
designated as Natural Open Space in the City of Edmonds
Parks, Recreation and Open Space Comprehensive Plan
(2001) and is stated as such in Chapter 14.

Response to Comment C9-106

Construction activities associated with Outfall Zone 6 could
temporarily affect Marina Beach Park. Park users would be
indirectly affected from increased levels of dust, noise, odors,
and traffic associated with construction vehicles and
machinery. Access to the park would be maintained. During
installation of certain segments, but not continuously, people
may not have direct access to the park. The public would be
redirected to the park through signage and a possible
temporary detour. Please refer to Chapter 17 of the Final EIS
for a description of transportation management plans and
other mitigation measures that would be used during the
construction phase of the Brightwater System to maintain
traffic flow and access to properties affected by construction.

Response to Comment C9-107

Please refer to the revised text in the Impacts and Mitigation
section in Chapter 14 of the Final EIS, for a discussion of
impacts to recreational facilities in the general vicinity of the
proposed wastewater treatment plant sites.

Response to Comment C9-108

The Brightwater Treatment Plant would be located east of the
Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) railroad tracks.
However, the proposed outfall alignment for the Zone 6
outfall crosses through Marina Beach Park along the northern
side of the existing pier. The overall construction duration for
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the outfall is about 1 year, but the expected construction duration for the
portion that will affect the Marina Beach Park is about 6 months.

The actual staging area (where materials and equipment would be
stored) at Zone 6 would be located on the upper portion of the Unocal
site. The onland open-cut pipe alignment would extend along the road
accessing the parking lot for Marina Beach Park and into the parking lot
itself. The southern parking area will be temporarily removed during
construction; the northern parking lot would remain open, but some
parking spaces in the northern parking lot may or may not be
temporarily removed during construction. It is anticipated that about 40
feet of the grassy park area immediately north of the existing pier would
be needed for construction staging.

The construction zone width would be approximately 60 feet. As with
the onland work, there is a construction zone width that people would
need to stay clear of. The construction zones would be signed and
fenced or roped off to keep people out. Construction of this outfall
segment would last approximately 6 months. After the 6-month
construction period, the existing parking lot and park area would be
restored. Onland construction would last up to 2 months. Inwater
construction, in the shallow nearshore area would last up to an
additional 3 months. The inwater work is expected to be performed by
barges and accessed from the water, but it may have a visual impact on
the park.

Park users would be indirectly affected by increased levels of dust,
noise, odors, and traffic associated with construction vehicles and
machinery, however, access to the park would be maintained. During
installation of certain segments, there may be no access to the off leash
area south of the pier. At other times, the public may be redirected to the
park through signage and a possible temporary detour. Please refer to
Chapter 17 of the Final EIS, for a description of construction equipment
access routes and other mitigation measures that would be used during
the construction phase of the Brightwater System.

The Impacts and Mitigation: Unocal System section in Chapter 7 of the
Final EIS, describes relevant mitigation measures at the Zone 6 outfall
location. In addition, Chapters 4 and 6 discuss mitigation measures
intended to protect the environment associated with proposed outfall

locations for both the Route 9 and Unocal Systems.
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Response to Comment C9-109

The mitigation measure referring to temporary relocation of
recreational activities was intended to generally describe
mitigation of sports fields and shoreline activities within
recreational facilities along the proposed corridors. If
construction activities were to temporarily disrupt scheduled
or leisure activities at a sports field, a nearby facility would
have to accommodate the sporting activity. King County will
work with affected park and recreation service providers to
discuss mitigation options for the temporary relocation of
activities. Shoreline activities, including boat launching and
shoreline enjoyment, may have to be temporarily diverted to
other nearby facilities. If the dog park at Marina Beach Park
were selected as a location for a Brightwater structure,
shoreline access for dogs would likely be off limits
throughout the duration of construction.

Chapter 7 acknowledges that construction activities would
adversely affect birds at Edmonds Marsh during construction.
The habitat at Edmonds Marsh would not be physically
modified as a result of construction.

Response to Comment C9-110

The Draft EIS disclosed that the major aesthetic impact of the
plant would be the “large scale and prominence of the facility
in relation to existing uses and natural settings in the
vicinity.” As discussed in Chapter 12 of the Final EIS,
beyond the physical dimensions of the facility, a number of
steps will be taken to address the appearance of bulk and
scale. These include façade treatments, establishment of
buffers around the perimeter of the site, and retention of
existing vegetation where feasible. The Unocal Structural Lid
sub-alternative, described in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS,
would help to further blend the treatment plant with its
surroundings. Please refer to Chapter 12 of the Final EIS for
more information on aesthetic impacts and mitigation.
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Response to Comment C9-111

Please refer to the response to Comment C9-108 in this letter.

Response to Comment C9-112

A detailed analysis of three possible remote offsite parking locations
with shuttle bus service for Unocal site construction workers and the
resulting impacts has been included in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS. Two
of the candidate sites are within the vicinity of the Interstate 5/SR-104
Interchange. The third site is located along 236th Street SW near SR-99.
The impact analysis is included in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS. The
locations of the sites and access routes between the Unocal site and
these lots were identified. No existing park-and-ride locations were
considered. Please refer to Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impact: Plant
Sites and Conveyance, for greater detail.

Response to Comment C9-113

Construction of the proposed Brightwater Treatment Plant at the Unocal
Site would not be expected to create any impacts to the City of
Edmonds’ corridor improvement project along 220th street. All
construction schedule and potential conflicts would be coordinated with
the City during the permitting process and prior to the start of
construction.

Response to Comment C9-114

No disruption of rail traffic would occur during construction at the
Unocal site. Please refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for additional
information.
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Response to Comment C9-115

Traffic conflicts could result from the expected truck traffic
accessing the Unocal site. Mitigation measures are included
in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS that would reduce traffic
conflicts along SR-104. Development of a remote truck
holding area is a possible measure to minimize potential
delays and queues between ferry/local traffic and trucks
during construction at the Unocal site. Three options have
been identified to provide the necessary storage for trucks
queuing to enter the Unocal construction site. Also, a
remote offsite construction employee parking area with
shuttle bus service has been considered to further reduce
traffic impacts to SR-104. Please refer to the Appendix 16-
B, Transportation Impact: Plant Sites and Conveyance, of
the Final EIS for greater detail.

Response to Comment C9-116

The discussion of the Edmonds Crossing project has been
expanded in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C9-117

Dewatered biosolids and chemicals would be transported
from the treatment plant to field application sites in custom-
designed dump trucks and trailers. The Biosolids and Grit
Haul Contingency Handbook (King County, 2001)
describes steps to be taken in the event of a spill or
collision. Hazardous materials response teams are not
required because of the low toxicity of biosolids. Drivers
are required to take containment measures to prevent any
spills from entering water bodies.

It is not expected that an evacuation plan would be needed
for the City. Safety measures in the treatment plant would
include, at a minimum, spill control, secondary
containment, ventilation, and fire extinguisher systems.

Brightwater Treatment Plant design would incorporate all
applicable requirements, thus reducing the potential
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environmental risk to levels considered acceptable by the UFC. The
Brightwater Treatment Plant would be designed in accordance with all
applicable Ecology and UFC requirements, which include spill
containment requirements. Areas used for loading and unloading
materials would include similar spill containment. Emergency spill
response procedures would be in place at all facilities, and employees
would be trained to respond appropriately. Please refer to Chapter 9 of
the Final EIS for discussion of hazardous material shipments, including
biosolids/grit and chemicals, and emergency spill procedures.

Response to Comment C9-118

A temporary roadway would be constructed ahead of the realignment of
Pine Street to provide direct access between the Woodway
neighborhood and SR-104. The proposed realignment of Pine Street
would be fully constructed prior to switching over the traffic from the
existing roadway. Minimal impacts would be expected during the
switching of traffic. Once constructed and operational, the realigned
Pine Street would not necessarily require installation of a traffic signal.
The installation of a traffic signal would not be expected based on the
estimated level-of-service (LOS C). A signal would not be installed
unless it was warranted.

Response to Comment C9-119

Please refer to the response to Comment C9-115 in this letter. The
calculation showing the amount of site area needed for storage of truck
and shuttle buses is provided in Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impact:
Plant Sites and Conveyance. Flaggers and off-duty police would be
deployed at key locations to avoid conflicts and minimize delays to
ferry traffic and provide safe access for pedestrians and bicyclists.

A traffic plan addressing mitigation measures would be prepared for all
agencies affected by construction and is included as a mitigation
measure in the Final EIS. This plan would include time-of-day
restrictions, necessary improvements to the roadway network, types of
closures, pedestrian and bicycle detours, traffic routing/circulation
management, and traffic control measures for safety on the affected
roadways. These measures would be finalized by King County and
would be coordinated with affected agencies during permitting.

Response to Comment C9-120

All roadways and non-motorized facilities impacted by the development
of the Brightwater project would be restored to pre-construction or
better conditions. King County would work with each local jurisdiction
to determine the method that would be used to inventory street
conditions prior to construction and the level of improvements for
restoration during the permitting process.
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Response to Comment C9-121

The highest structures will be the digesters and the solids
handling building, which would be 40 feet and 35 feet above
ground, respectively. Access for emergency vehicles would
be available on the facility roads that would run alongside
each building, which would facilitate high-angle rescue and
extrication incidents. The digesters would not typically have
operators working at the top of the structure. Operators would
regularly be working in the dewatering facility located on the
top floor of the solids handling building. Both structures
would have stairs to the top elevation. The digester stairway
would be on the exterior, the solids handling building
stairway on the interior.

Response to Comment C9-122

During construction and start-up, the contractor is responsible
for providing a Confined Space Program that meets WAC
296-155, Safety Standards for Construction Work. In the
transition from plant start-up to and including plant
operations, when WTD staff is involved, WTD will
implement its Confined Space Program, with personnel
trained in entry and rescue procedures relating to its facilities.

Response to Comment C9-123

Below grade structures include several buildings, piping and
equipment galleries, primary clarifier tanks, membrane tanks,
aeration basins, reuse water tanks, and digesters. The plant
sections included in Appendix 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS depict the depth of all
below-grade structures. All below-grade structures would be
designed with proper ingress and egress according to latest
copy of the Uniform Building Code (UBC) and the
International Building Code (IBC), or subsequently adopted
codes at the time of final design. The emergency access
procedures would be defined during final design.
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Response to Comment C9-124

Specific information on the sizes, designs, and types of interior spaces
of the buildings is provided in Appendix 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant. The buildings that would be located on the treatment
plant site include Influent Pump Station, Effluent Pump Station,
Headworks, Solids Handling Building, Membrane Support Building,
Odor Control Buildings, UV electric room, Administration Building,
Maintenance Building, Community-Oriented Building, and the
Chemical Building.

Response to Comment C9-125

Please refer to the response to Comment C9-122 in this letter for a
discussion of specialized emergency response procedures. Once the
final Preferred Alternative is selected, additional design details such as
the designs of buildings and types of interior spaces will be developed.
Such details are not available or appropriate for an EIS level of analysis.

Response to Comment C9-126

The King County Office of Emergency Management is in the process of
developing a Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan in conjunction with
participating cities along with school, water, sewer, utility, and fire
districts. This plan has not yet been fully developed or implemented.
This plant is required by the Federal Emergency Management Agency
and addressed mitigation of natural disasters.

The King County Emergency Management Plan outlines the framework
under which County departments respond to emergency disaster
situations. The Emergency Support Function 3 portion of this Plan
outlines King County’s roles and responsibilities relating to the
restoration and continuity of public works functions, including
wastewater treatment, in the event of natural disasters or emergencies
such as the release of hazardous materials (King County, 2003).
Division-specific emergency procedures are also contained in the
Wastewater Treatment Division’s Emergency Response Plan (King
County, Publication 280). Each treatment plant has its own version of
this plan, and a specific version for the Brightwater Treatment Plant
would be developed. These procedures are used to handle fires, medical

emergencies, hazardous material releases, power outages, violence,
terrorist acts, earthquakes, and other natural disasters.

General evacuation procedures and coordination with local response
agencies are outlined in King County Emergency Management Plan,
Emergency Support Function 24. Specific evacuation procedures for
potential hazardous material releases at the Brightwater Treatment Plant
will be developed in the facility’s version of the Wastewater Treatment
Division’s Emergency Response Plan. Existing King County wastewater
facilities do not maintain an onsite industrial fire brigade. King County
relies on local fire department response. For additional discussion of
emergency response services, please refer to the response to Comment
C9-122 in this letter.

Reference:

King County. 2003. King County Emergency Management Plan: ESF 3,
Surface/Wastewater and Solid Waste.

Response to Comment C9-127

In response to recent world events, King County is in the process of
developing and implementing a new security program for its wastewater
facilities. This program has not yet been fully implemented or
documented. Operation of the Brightwater facilities would incorporate
measures identified by the new security program as well as typical
security measures currently used at the West Point and South Treatment
Plants. There are currently no security issues identified specific to the
Unocal site that would not be addressed by the security program
currently being developed for all of King County’s wastewater facilities.
Security measures include restricted access to treatment plant and
conveyance facilities (pump stations, regulator stations, etc.). Offsite
facilities, such as pump stations are kept locked, when King County
staff is not present at the facility. Fencing or high-berm walls with gated
ingress and egress secure treatment plants. During operating hours,
visitors are required to check in at the plant administration building and
to be escorted by plant employees when visiting facilities onsite.
Security cameras are located at the access gates. After operating hours,
access gates are closed and locked, and in the past, security personnel
have been employed at the treatment plants. In the event of criminal
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trespassing, treatment plant staff rely on local police to respond
(Dawson, M., personal communication, 2003).

Reference:

Dawson, Mick. 2003. Telephone conversation on June 17, 2003. Senior
Operator, West Point Treatment Plant. King County Department of
Natural Resources and Parks, Wastewater Treatment Division.

Response to Comment C9-128

King County would coordinate with identified participants in
developing an appropriate operation and maintenance program for any
community facility that is developed at the Brightwater Treatment Plant
site, unless otherwise specified in a community mitigation agreement.
Please note that the Unocal subalternative to construct a lid no longer
includes developing a public park on the top of the lid.
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Response to Comment C9-129

Please refer to the responses to Comments C9-133 through
C9-161 from the Fire Chief.

Response to Comment C9-130

In its recent Sewer Comprehensive Plan, Alderwood Water
and Sewer District investigated sending its Swamp Creek and
North Creek basin flows to the District’s Picnic Point
Treatment plant instead of the King County System for
treatment. After careful consideration of the various service
strategies, including the cost for additional pump stations,
conveyance, and treatment plant upgrades, the District
decided to remain with its existing configuration and
construct a new 6-mgd plant at Picnic Point (upgrading its
existing 3-mgd capacity). Provisions to expand Picnic Point
to 9 and 12 mgd were also included in this strategy.
Additionally, with completion of the Bear Creek Trunk in
1998 at the intersection of SR-9 and 223rd Street SE, more
Alderwood District flows were directed to King County
treatment facilities. Thus, to eliminate flows going from the
Alderwood District to King County, a number of additional
pump stations, conveyances, and increments of treatment
capacity at existing treatment plants would be required to
move existing flows to an upgraded or a new District plant.
For additional information on how Alderwood Water District
flows would affect the Brightwater design, please refer to the
response to Comment C9-36 in this letter.

Response to Comment C9-131

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS.
“SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
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balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the decision
makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with affected
jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation strategies and
solutions to the construction and operational impacts. As part of the
overall decision process, King County is revising the cost estimates
(dated November 2002) for the Brightwater alternatives; the revised
estimates will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571.

Response to Comment C9-132

The Affected Environment: Unocal System in Chapter 17 of the Final
EIS has been modified to include the Ronald Wastewater District as
receiving services from the City of Edmonds.
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Response to Comment C9-133

Please refer to Chapter 17 in the Final EIS for a more detailed
description of impacts and mitigation measures associated
with public services and utilities for the Brightwater project.
After the final selection of the treatment plant site and
conveyance system, King County will coordinate with local
jurisdictions and agencies to ensure mitigation measures are
effective and acceptable means to minimize impacts.

Response to Comment C9-134

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment C9-135

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment C9-136

Construction of the Brightwater Treatment Plant would not
require local fire department staff onsite to monitor safety
issues. It is not anticipated that additional fire and medical
staffing for local emergency service providers will be
required as a direct result of the Brightwater project. Please
refer to the response to the Snohomish County Fire District
No. 7, Comment S1-2, for additional information.

Response to Comment C9-137

The Impacts and Mitigation Common to All Systems section
in Chapter 17 has been revised to include a discussion of the
Brightwater Treatment Plant’s compliance with the National
Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 820 Standard for Fire
Protection in Wastewater Treatment and Collection Facilities.

Response to Comment C9-138

Emergency access to the treatment plant located at the
Unocal site would be provided using the service roads that
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traverse all three terraces of the facility. Please refer to Appendix 3-A,
Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS for treatment
plant layout drawing showing access roads.
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Response to Comment C9-139

The barge dock is no longer part of the Brightwater project.

Response to Comment C9-140

Emergency access to the treatment plant located at the
Unocal site with the lid sub-alternative would be provided
using the service roads that traverse all three terraces of the
facility. Emergency access to the lid would be provided using
the lid access road, please refer to Appendix 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, which shows lid access roads.

Response to Comment C9-141

If the Unocal site is selected as the location for the
Brightwater Treatment Plant, King County would coordinate
with the Cities of Edmonds and Woodway and representative
fire and emergency service providers to ensure emergency
access routes to downtown, Port of Edmonds, the commercial
waterfront, and adjacent residential areas are maintained
during the construction phase of the project. Please refer to
the response to the Snohomish County Fire District No. 7,
Comment S1-2.

Response to Comment C9-142

Please refer to the response to Comment C9-137 in this letter.

Response to Comment C9-143

Final plan approval would be coordinated with the affected
local agency, including the City of Edmonds. Please refer to
the response to Comment C9-119 in this letter.

Response to Comment C9-144

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Fire
District No. 7, Comment S1-2.

Response to Comment C9-145

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment C9-146

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Fire District No.
7, Comment S1-2.

Response to Comment C9-147

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Fire District No.
7, Comment S1-2.
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Response to Comment C9-148

According to the King County Emergency Management Plan
(King County, 2003), King County does not maintain
Hazardous Materials (HazMat) Response Teams and does not
have personnel or equipment to respond to events that are
immediately dangerous to life and health. The County,
instead, depends on local fire department HazMat response
teams. Accordingly, King County will consult with local fire
departments as design progresses to ensure that staffing and
equipment to respond to emergencies are available in areas
where wastewater facilities would be located.

Response to Comment C9-149

Please refer to the response to Comment C9-137 in this letter.

Response to Comment C9-150

If the Unocal site were selected for Brightwater, the Edmonds
Fire Department would have jurisdiction over the site.

Response to Comment C9-151

If the Unocal site were selected for Brightwater, the Edmonds
Fire Department would be responsible for conducting the fire
risk evaluation.
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Response to Comment C9-152

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Fire
District No. 7, Comment S1-2.

Response to Comment C9-153

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Fire
District No. 7, Comment S1-2.

Response to Comment C9-154

The specific fire detection and prevention systems would be
developed during final design in accordance with applicable
codes and local fire regulations.

Response to Comment C9-155

Please refer to the response to Comment C9-121 in this letter.

Response to Comment C9-156

Please refer to the response to Comment C9-122 in this letter.

Response to Comment C9-157

Please refer to the response to Comment C9-123 in this letter.

Response to Comment C9-158

Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the
Final EIS contains a list of chemicals that are proposed for
use at the treatment plant sites. This list includes sodium
hydroxide, sulfuric acid, sodium hypochlorite, ferric chloride,
and sodium bisulfite. This section also contains descriptions
of the types of trucks that would carry chemicals to each site,
storage systems, and estimated chemical quantities.

Response to Comment C9-159

Please refer to the response to Comment C9-126 in this letter.

Response to Comment C9-160

Please refer to the response to Comment C9-148 in this letter.
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Response to Comment C9-161

Please refer to the response to Comment C9-126 in this letter.
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Response to Comment C3-1

King County noted that the Cities of Lake Forest Park and
Kenmore submitted separate comment letters with the same
attachment, a report prepared for both cities by ECG, Inc.
King County has responded, individually, to each comment
in the cover letters from each city, the consultant’s report
through Attachment A, and the January 11, 2003,
memorandum regarding Brightwater Draft EIS
Transportation Section Comments. We have not responded
individually to comments in Attachment B, City of Lake
Forest Park Comprehensive Plan, Revised Draft dated
November 21, 2002, City of Kenmore Comprehensive Plan
dated March 2001, or to comments in the January 16, 2003
(revised), report, “Economic and Fiscal Impacts of the
Proposed Brightwater Wastewater Treatment System on the
Cities of Kenmore and Lake Forest Park.” However, the Lake
Forest Park and Kenmore Comprehensive Plans were
considered in the land use analysis in Chapter 11 of the Final
EIS. Economic and fiscal impacts are not part of an
environmental analysis under SEPA; however, the report has
been provided to the Brightwater project team for
consideration.

Response to Comment C3-2

Comments will be responded to, as referred to in Comment
C3-1 in this letter.

Response to Comment C3-3

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a discussion of
the probable significant adverse environmental impacts and
the reasonable mitigation measures for these identified
impacts beyond that characterized in this comment. The Draft
EIS was issued at a point in time when a certain level of
information was known relating to the probable significant
adverse impacts of the proposal and possible ways to
reasonably mitigate those impacts. In areas where there was
uncertainty in relation to impacts in one respect or another,
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the Draft EIS presented, consistent with SEPA Guidelines, a worst-case
analysis of impacts. The Draft EIS also indicated that ongoing analysis
was under way and that additional information would be forthcoming in
the Final EIS and otherwise. The purpose of a Final EIS is to respond to
comments on the Draft EIS and, where appropriate, to provide
additional or revised information and analysis relating to probable
significant impacts of the proposal and reasonable mitigation measures.
Since issuance of the Draft EIS in late 2002, considerable additional
analysis has been conducted, as is the case on any large project, to
further define and develop the proposal and to respond to Draft EIS
comments. A number of the details requested by the commentor relate
to either information that does not involve probable significant adverse
environmental impacts or information that is important prior to issuance
of actual permits but may not be essential to include in an EIS.
Additional analysis that has been conducted that relates to probable
significant adverse impacts that will not be mitigated or regulated into
non-significance is included as part of the Final EIS analysis. This
includes additional analysis regarding potential impacts to water
resources in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment C3-4

Please refer to the revised project description in Chapter 3 of
the Final EIS for a more detailed comparison of alternatives.

Response to Comment C3-5

Due to additional flow management analysis, the reach from
Portals 10 to 11 would no longer be required for the Route 9
System. This reach is still part of the Unocal System;
however, Portal 10 is a secondary portal only. The change is
described in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C3-6

King County will continue to work with the City of Kenmore
and other jurisdictions to preserve the economic vitality of
the community. Portal 34 has been dropped from further
consideration because the Route 9 alignment has been revised
since issuance of the Draft EIS.

Response to Comment C3-7

Additional detail has been added to Appendices 3-B, Project
Description: Conveyance, and 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS concerning project design and
additional analyses of “impacts of dewatering for trenches,
tunnels, and portals....” Although additional geologic
mapping has not been completed for the EIS, a field
reconnaissance-level survey of geologic hazards at portal
locations has been completed and is included in Chapter 4 of
the Final EIS. Existing surficial geologic information
available through the Seattle Geologic Mapping Project
(SGMP) is the most current source of geologic mapping in
the project area, and is considered to be suitable for EIS
purposes. Additional site-specific geologic explorations will
be an important element of future design studies for
conveyance portals and the chosen plant site. 
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Response to Comment C3-8

The erosion and sedimentation impacts evaluation that has been
conducted is appropriate to determine the potential level of significance,
as required by SEPA. It is expected that significant releases of
sediments would not occur because the project construction would be
guided by erosion and sedimentation controls set forth in the
Washington State Department of Ecology’s (Ecology) Stormwater
Management Manual for western Washington (August, 2001) as well as
local requirements. An erosion and sediment control plan would also be
completed as part of the conveyance facility Individual NPDES
Construction Stormwater Permit SWPPP and would be approved by
Ecology. Monitoring would be conducted during construction as a
condition of the NPDES permit to verify effectiveness of BMPs and to
quantify erosion and sedimentation impacts.

Response to Comment C3-9

Surface water monitoring would be outlined in the Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), developed as a requirement of the
conveyance facility Individual NPDES Construction Stormwater Permit,
and approved by Ecology. Please refer to the response to the City of
Bothell, Comment C2-9. Where a discharge to the local storm
conveyance system is proposed, capacity of the system would be
determined prior to construction of the Brightwater project to determine
if alternative disposal methods are necessary. In order for discharge to
an existing stormwater system to occur, use of existing stormwater
conveyance facilities must not impair the functioning of the system and
the discharge must not exceed system capacity. A detailed study would
be conducted if any discharge is anticipated to exceed 10 percent of the
receiving water discharge rate. (Please refer to response to the
Washington State Department of Ecology, Comment W5-4.) Should
unforeseen impacts to the receiving stormwater system occur, King
County would work with the local jurisdiction to mitigate any impacts
related to the Brightwater project. Please refer to Appendix 6-F,
Groundwater and Stormwater Management at the Candidate Portal
Sites, of the Final EIS for dewatering discharge disposal methods and
estimated capacities of local storm conveyance systems. Construction

dewatering methods are described in Chapter 6 and in Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C3-10

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS contains substantially more detailed
information on streamflow in streams potentially affected by
construction and operation of the treatment plant and conveyance
system. The chapter also provides additional information on stream
geomorphology for potentially affected streams when the information
could be found in existing sources. The Final EIS also includes the
results of a geomorphic survey for Little Bear Creek; however, other
streams along the conveyance route and in the vicinity of the treatment
plant sites would be more appropriately surveyed in the future if
warranted by potential impacts. 

As noted in Chapter 6 and Appendix 6-F, Groundwater and Stormwater
Management at the Candidate Portal Sites, of the Final EIS, dewatering
activities during construction and stormwater management both during
and after construction would be guided by all applicable Ecology
requirements, including Ecology’s Stormwater Management Manual for
Western Washington (August, 2001). For dewatering in particular, these
regulations were developed to minimize impacts to stream
geomorphology, beneficial uses, and aquatic biota. For example,
Ecology recommends that dewatering discharge to streams not exceed
10 percent of streamflow at any time. As discussed in Chapter 6 of the
Final EIS, King County would use a variety of strategies to minimize
stream impacts during dewatering activities, including onsite detention,
re-injection to groundwater, and/or discharge to local sewer systems.
Any proposal to exceed standards would require a detailed hydrologic
impact study to evaluate potential impacts to stream channel
morphology, among other factors. King County is committed to
working with Ecology to determine when geomorphic surveys of
potentially affected streams would be appropriate.

Response to Comment C3-11

New information has been added to Chapter 7 of the Final EIS to
provide more information with which to assess impacts and mitigation
measures. In particular, the Final EIS identifies specific candidate portal



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS  City of Kenmore (C3)

Brightwater Final EIS 441

sites, plant site layouts, and outfall corridors and construction methods.
Based on this new information, substantial new impact evaluations and
mitigation measures have been provided.

Response to Comment C3-12

The Regulatory Environment section and the impact analyses in
Chapters 11 and Appendix 11-A, Land Use Plans and Policies:
Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment System, of the Final EIS
have been revised to include a discussion of relevant city comprehensive
plan policies and development regulations related to the siting of
essential public facilities such as Brightwater.

Response to Comment C3-13

Impacts to communities were given substantial weight in the portal
identification and screening process. Screening criteria included
evaluation of traffic, odor, proximity of structures, and other
environmental and engineering considerations. Please refer to Appendix
2-B, Portal Screening Level 1 and 2 Documentation, of the Final EIS for
a summary of this process. 

Response to Comment C3-14

An EIS requires discussion of the project’s relationship to land use plans
and policies. This discussion can be found in Chapter 11 under the
Regulatory Environment and Impacts sections in the Draft EIS and has
been updated in the Regulatory Environment, Impacts and Mitigation
sections, and Appendix 11-A, Land Use Plans and Policies: Brightwater
Regional Wastewater Treatment System, of the Final EIS. The
discussion identifies the proposal’s consistencies as well as
inconsistencies with existing plans and policies, meeting one of the
purposes of SEPA: disclosure. SEPA does not, however, require that a
proponent demonstrate in an EIS consistency with land use plans and
policies. This EIS does identify those instances in which rezones or
other legislative changes may be required to allow the Brightwater
Treatment Plant to become consistent with existing plans and policies.
The Brightwater EIS also identifies the principal permits and approvals
that are required for the various Brightwater facilities. Information
relating to permit or approval criteria is also provided. SEPA does not
require that an EIS demonstrate that each condition or criteria of permits

and regulatory approvals for a proposed project be identified. The
appropriate time and place for evaluating the extent to which a project
satisfies any specific permit or approval criteria is in the local, state, and
federal permit and approval processes. For the Brightwater project this
process will be initiated following issuance of the Final EIS and
selection of a specific Brightwater System alternative. It is at this time
the final details of the system facilities will be more clearly defined, and
permit processing will begin.

Response to Comment C3-15

Since issuance of the Draft EIS, additional portal siting area refinements
have occurred allowing for a more detailed analysis of construction
impacts related to the topics of interest; air quality, dust, noise level,
vibrations, and aesthetics. Please refer Chapters 5, 10, and 12 of the
Final EIS for updated information. More specific information can be
found in Appendices 5-B, Odor Analysis: Conveyance, and 10-B, Noise
and Vibration: Conveyance, of the Final EIS. King County will be
working with the local cities and neighborhoods in the permitting and
design processes to ensure compliance with code requirements and
aesthetic desires.

Response to Comment C3-16

Additional detailed analyses of construction traffic related to specific
portal locations have been included in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS.
Construction traffic routes and traffic impacts have been identified.
Please refer to Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impacts: Plant Sites and
Conveyance, of the Final EIS for greater detail. 

A more detailed local traffic management plan (TMP) addressing very
specific mitigation measures would be prepared for all jurisdictions
affected by construction and is included as a mitigation measure in the
Final EIS. This plan would include time of day restrictions, necessary
improvements to the roadway network, types of closures, pedestrian and
bicycle detours, traffic routing/circulation management, and traffic
control measures for safety on the affected roadways. These measures
would be coordinated with affected jurisdictions and finalized by King
County during permitting. In addition, the TMP would include a plan
for monitoring and restoration of streets to pre-existing conditions,
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access for emergency services, and safe access for pedestrians and
bicyclists, and would direct the movement of employees, equipment,
and materials to reduce impacts along project traffic corridors. Final
plan approval would be coordinated with the affected local jurisdictions,
including the City of Kenmore. All roadways and non-motorized
facilities impacted by the development of the Brightwater project would
be restored to pre-existing or better conditions. King County would
work with each local jurisdiction to determine the method that would be
used to inventory street conditions prior to construction and the level of
improvements for restoration during the permitting process.
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Response to Comment C3-17

Please see the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment
C6-5, regarding mitigation suggestions, plans, policies and
procedures.

Response to Comment C3-18

Please refer to the response to Comment C3-16 in this letter.
Construction truck access routes through the City of
Kenmore would be identified and approved through the local
permitting process. No truck traffic would travel on 73rd
Avenue NE north of SR-522. However, Portal 11 does
include a portal siting candidate on 68th Avenue NE north of
SR-522 at NE 181st Street. Please refer to Appendix 16-B,
Transportation Impacts: Plant Sites and Conveyance, of the
Final EIS for greater detail.

Response to Comment C3-19

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology and the City of Bothell, Comments
W5-8 and C2-9 respectively, for description of mitigation for
protection of groundwater, streams, and wetlands. Please
refer to the response to Comment C3-9 in this letter, for a
description of the utilization of a local storm conveyance
system.

Response to Comment C3-20

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5, regarding mitigation suggestions, plans,
policies and procedures.

Response to Comment C3-21

After a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County would work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. However, increases or decreases in
business revenues, tax revenues, and property values are not
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environmental impacts as defined by SEPA (WAC 197-11) and were
not addressed in the EIS.

Response to Comment C3-22

Mitigation improvements will be coordinated during the Design
Workshops that will be conducted in close cooperation with key
stakeholders during the final design process.

King County would coordinate with local jurisdictions to determine the
future use of the portal sites at the completion of construction activities.
As described in the Final EIS, a portion of some portal sites would be
unavailable to public use due to the placement of a utility structure.
Depending on the location of portal sites, mitigation options could
include park or recreation facilities and other redevelopment
opportunities. Linwood Park was not selected as a potential portal site
during the Level 2 Screening Evaluation. Other sites were more
consistent with screening criteria.

Response to Comment C3-23

King County would consider projects outlined in the Surface Water
Master Plan and the Swamp Creek Flood Reduction Plan for satisfying
required mitigation for Brightwater project impacts, if appropriate.

Response to Comment C3-24

An Emergency Response Plan addressing construction and operation
safety issues and response procedures to emergency situations would be
prepared prior to the onset of the construction phase. King County
would coordinate with local fire and emergency service providers to
ensure they have the necessary training and equipment to assist in any
emergency response related to the Brightwater System. In addition,
construction contractors would provide safety personnel at construction
sites in accordance with the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration requirements. Safety personnel would be trained to
respond to construction-related emergencies. In the event of an
emergency at a Brightwater construction site, the contractor would be
the first responder and local fire/emergency service providers would be
contacted for backup support as needed.

A Spill Prevention Plan that outlines specific procedures construction

workers and emergency service providers would follow in the event of
an accidental hazardous materials spill would be prepared in accordance
with Washington State Department of Ecology standards.

Response to Comment C3-25

The Final EIS characterizes vegetation, wetlands, and streams on each
of the candidate portal sites at a level appropriate to compare
alternatives for the purposes of SEPA. Also, impacts to critical areas,
including mature forest, were estimated for each portal site. Please refer
to Chapter 7 of the Final EIS.

After publication of the Final EIS, various detailed baseline studies
would be conducted for streams, wetlands, and water bodies as part of
meeting specific permitting requirements for construction of the
Brightwater conveyance system. In accordance with Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA), a Biological Assessment would be
prepared for the project, which would present baseline studies for
habitat that supports fish and wildlife species listed under the ESA as
threatened, endangered, proposed, or candidate. In accordance with
local, state, and federal regulations, wetland delineation reports and
stream special studies would also be prepared where necessary to meet
permitting requirements for each Brightwater construction site proposed
in or near a wetland, stream, or other water body. In accordance with
local regulations, inventories of significant trees would be conducted
where required for each construction site, and tree retention plans would
be developed. King County will work with local jurisdictions to take
results of the baseline studies and develop appropriate mitigation plans
for aquatic resource and tree impacts.

Response to Comment C3-26

The 1 percent for art program is not a SEPA-related issue and therefore
is not addressed in the Final EIS. The King County Cultural
Development Authority’s public art program, formerly the King County
public art program, manages the 1 percent for art fund for King County.
Please see King County Code Chapter 4.40 for more information on
King County’s public art fund. Please refer to the response to the City of
Shoreline, Comment C6-5, regarding mitigation suggestions, plans,
policies and procedures.
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Response to Comment C3-27

Please refer to response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5,
regarding mitigation suggestions, plans, policies and procedures.

Response to Comment C3-28

Please refer to response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5,
regarding mitigation suggestions, plans, policies and procedures.

Response to Comment C3-29

A traffic management plan (TMP) would be prepared for all affected
jurisdictions. The TMP would include specific mitigation measures that
would reduce traffic impacts that are a direct result of the Brightwater
Treatment Plant project only along construction access routes. These
mitigation measures do not include a pedestrian trail along the Tolt
Pipeline.
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Response to Comment C3-30

King County will consider this suggestion, along with other
engineering, environmental, community, and financial factors
as portal screening proceeds. King County will make every
attempt to avoid impacts to business and traffic, and will
participate in appropriate mitigation for impacts directly
related to the Brightwater project.

Response to Comment C3-31

Portal 34 has been dropped from further consideration
because the Route 9 alignment has been revised since
issuance of the Draft EIS.

Response to Comment C3-32

King County will coordinate with the City of Kenmore as the
portal screening process progresses. King County will
coordinate with the City and will incorporate City
transportation and transit plans in to the portal screening
process.

Response to Comment C3-33

King County will coordinate with all local community and
permitting jurisdictions represented along the Brightwater
System to develop feasible and appropriate mitigation
measures. Such measures could include adding trailhead
parking and public amenities near the Burke-Gilman Trail as
suggested by the City of Kenmore.

Response to Comment C3-34

King County will consider this and other factors as final
portal siting progresses. King County will continue to
coordinate with the City of Kenmore as final portal locations
are evaluated to minimize impacts to the City to the greatest
extent possible.
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Response to Comment C3-35

King County will work with local communities and agencies during the
design, construction coordination, permitting, and mitigation of the
construction projects to minimize impacts, including those generated
from the construction of the connections between the existing King
County conveyance system and the new Brightwater influent tunnel.
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Response to Comment C3-36

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment C3-37

Additional clarification concerning the South Whidbey Island
Fault zone is provided in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS, and
more detail on geologic conditions is provided in Appendix
6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

The King County Brightwater team is working closely with
researchers at the U.S.Geological Survey and the University
of Washington to evaluate the seismic risk posed by the
South Whidbey Island Fault. The fault is thought to be
comprised of numerous “splays,” or fault surfaces, and the
locations are not well defined. The Final EIS text has been
revised; please refer to Chapter 4. This is an area of current
and ongoing research, and King County will continue to
obtain updated information about this regional seismic
structure throughout predesign phase of this project.

Response to Comment C3-38

Figure 4-3 in the Draft EIS showed the mapped and
extrapolated locations for the South Whidbey Island Fault.
Chapter 4 of the Final EIS has been revised to incorporate
new information and to review and revise technical
information, such as fault distances, where appropriate.

Response to Comment C3-39

King County recognized that the project soil boring
information in the Draft EIS lacked specificity and that
information on the Route 9-195th Street corridor was limited.
Therefore, a number of new regional and area-specific
subsurface cross sections have been developed, which pass
directly through boring locations, and data from a large
number of new borings along the Route 9-195th Street
corridor have been added to the cross sections. These new
cross sections were included in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment C3-40

Chapter 4 of the Final EIS now provides a discussion of how
the various locally based critical area ordinances (CAOs)
have been referenced in order to identify documented
geologic hazards in the various Brightwater System
Alternatives. Some local jurisdictions defer to either
Snohomish or King County CAOs, while other local
jurisdictions have promulgated and are using their own
CAOs. For consistency and uniformity in evaluating the
alternatives for this Final EIS, the Snohomish and King
County CAO references have been the primary ones used.
During the permitting phases of the Brightwater System,
local-specific CAOs, if different than either King or
Snohomish County’s, will be used as applicable and
appropriate. Also, Chapter 4 provides definitions for the low,
medium, and high levels of landslide hazards designations.

Response to Comment C3-41

Reconnaissance-level surveys of geologic hazards at portal
sites do provide useful information. These surveys have been
completed and are described Chapter 4 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C3-42

Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS
includes figures showing the Lake Forest Park wellhead
protection area and includes two new approximately north-
south cross sections showing inferred subsurface conditions
in the area. Appendix 6-B also provides a quantitative
analysis of impacts to groundwater from the proposed
conveyance system. Please refer to the response to the City of
Lake Forest Park, Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment C3-43

Due to additional engineering analysis and design after the
publication of the Draft EIS, the depth of the deepest portals
of the Route 9 195th and 228th Street System Alternatives
have been reduced to approximately 180 feet, while the depth
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of the deepest portal on the Unocal System Alternative has been reduced
to approximately 280 feet. The Final EIS contains the revised depths as
well as the construction methods used to construct such portals.
Additional information is provided in Appendices 3-B, Project
Description: Conveyance, and 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the
Final EIS. The tunnel boring machines (TBMs) would be salvaged at the
end of construction and not abandoned.

Response to Comment C3-44

Groundwater control issues associated with tunneling operations and
maintenance of the tunnel boring machine (TBM) has been discussed in
detail in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-9, for a summary of the additional analyses
completed by King County.

Response to Comment C3-45

Standard King County construction specifications require that the tunnel
boring machines (TBM) be able to supply ground conditioners and/or
grout to the front of the TBM to reduce potential dewatering impacts.
There is no plan to omit this requirement for the construction of the
Brightwater System.

Response to Comment C3-46

A geomorphic survey of Little Bear Creek channel in the vicinity of the
project site has been conducted. The Brightwater project would result in
slightly lower peak flows in Little Bear Creek and would not change the
channel conditions in the creek. Please refer to the response to the City
of Woodinville, Comment C5-71, and Appendices 6-E, Route 9 Site
Runoff Effects on the Geomorphology of Little Bear Creek, and 6-J,
Summer Season Temperature Effects of Stormwater Ponds on
Receiving Streams, of the Final EIS regarding potential stream impacts.
Updated stormwater detention and water quality treatment volumes for
the Route 9 site can be found in the Chapter 6 and Appendix 6-D,
Permanent Stormwater Management at the Treatment Plant Sites, of the
Final EIS.

The water quality analysis in the Final EIS reviews a wide range of

potential construction and operations impacts and water quality
parameters and is sufficient to adequately characterize project impacts
upon the surface waters. There has been no attempt to quantify potential
stormwater erosion from any of the project locations. Such calculations
tend to be very inaccurate and are not needed for the selection, design,
and implementation of erosion control measures and related Best
Management Practices (BMPs) from the Washington State Department
of Ecology’s Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington
(August 2001). Site-specific soil characteristics would be taken into
account when the erosion and sediment control measures would be
designed during the detailed design phase of this project. For instance,
soil type and grain size distribution play a role in the design of sediment
ponds and would be determined on a site-specific basis.
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Response to Comment C3-47

Without knowing what specific “existing conditions
information” is being referred to in this comment, it is
difficult to respond with any specificity.

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a reasonably
thorough discussion of the probable significant adverse
environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation measures
for those identified impacts. The Draft EIS was issued at a
point in time when a certain level of information was known
relating to the probable significant adverse impacts of the
proposal and possible ways to reasonably mitigate those
impacts. In areas where there was uncertainty in relation to
impacts in one respect or another, the Draft EIS presented,
following SEPA Guidelines, a worst-case analysis of
impacts. The Draft EIS also indicated that ongoing analysis
was under way and that additional information would be
forthcoming in the Final EIS and otherwise. The purpose of a
Final EIS is to respond to comments on the Draft EIS and,
where appropriate, to provide additional or revised
information and analysis relating to probable significant
impacts of the proposal and reasonable mitigation measures.
Since issuance of the Draft EIS in late 2002, considerable
additional analysis has been conducted, as is the case on any
large project, to further define and develop the proposal and
to respond to Draft EIS comments. A number of the details
requested in various comments in this letter relate to either
information that does not involve probable significant
adverse environmental impacts or information that is
important prior to issuance of actual permits but may not be
essential to include in an EIS. Additional analysis that has
been conducted that relates to probable significant adverse
impacts that will not be mitigated or regulated into non-
significance is included as part of the Final EIS analysis.
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Response to Comment C3-48

The Final EIS contains substantially more information on the location of
candidate portal sites, and on the potential impacts of dewatering on
plants, animals, and wetlands. Refer to the response to the Washington
State Department of Fish and Wildlife, Comment W4-21. The Final EIS
also more specifically discusses light and noise impacts on wildlife for
candidate portal sites. Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for
more information on candidate portal sites and to Chapter 7 for more
information about potential impacts in the vicinity of portal sites. The
reader is also directed to Appendix 6-F, Groundwater and Stormwater
Management at Candidate Portal Sites, of the Final EIS, which provides
additional evaluations on dewatering requirements for primary portal
sites. King County is committed to appropriate monitoring of wetlands
and streams during dewatering to minimize impacts.

Response to Comment C3-49

Please refer to the response to Comment C3-12 in this letter.

Response to Comment C3-50

A discussion of odor control facilities has been added to Chapters 5, 11,
12, and 13 of the Final EIS. Odor control facilities are proposed at
Portal Siting Areas (PSAs) 5, 11, and 41 for the Route 9-195th Street
System, PSAs 11, 33, and 41 for the Route 9-228th Street System, and
PSA 11 for the Unocal System. All three systems call for the reuse of
the existing Kenmore and North Creek pump stations. Please refer to
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for project description details.

Response to Comment C3-51

During the design phase of the project, King County would work with
property owners, local communities and host jurisdictions to develop
detailed mitigation and design specific to the selected Brightwater
System. The process for ongoing site and facility design and the
community’s role in this process is described more fully in Chapter 2 of
the Final EIS. The process of community input is already underway,
beginning with a series of Brightwater workshops held in 2002. A final
design team has been selected and is currently developing preliminary
design materials in concert with a series of Technical Seminars open to

all community participants, held during the summer of 2003. Also,
please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.

Response to Comment C3-52

Construction noise is exempt from noise codes during weekday hours of
7 a.m. to 10 p.m., but would be mitigated by several practical means as
outlined for each portal site in Appendix 10-B, Noise and Vibration:
Conveyance, of the Final EIS. Construction activities outside of exempt
hours would only occur if a permit or variance were issued by the
appropriate jurisdiction; noise levels outside of normally exempt
periods, if allowed, would conform to the noise level requirements
specified in the permit or variance. Construction-related traffic noise
and vibration would impact residences and other sensitive properties
along the haul routes to and from construction sites. The Final EIS
describes noise monitoring, reporting and mitigation, including
restricting hours of operation of activities as needed to meet permissible
noise levels.

Response to Comment C3-53

King County conducted a survey of historic buildings and structures in
1977 and 1978 that included Kenmore. In 1994, the Washington State
Department of Transportation sponsored a study of transportation-
related historic resources along Bothell Way in Kenmore. King County
has also conducted a survey of portals within Kenmore for the
Brightwater EIS and identified one building within Portal Siting Area 45
in the Draft EIS that may be eligible for listing in the National Register
of Historic Places (NRHP), the Washington Heritage Register (WHR),
and/or the King County Landmarks List (KCLL). However, this
building is not on within any of the alternative portal sites within Portal
Siting Area 45. King County also conducted additional inventory and
evaluation of historic buildings in support of the Final EIS. A cluster of
buildings, known as the Twin Creeks Riding Stable, was identified in
Portal Siting Area 44, and recommended to be not eligible for listing in
the NRHP, WHR, or KCLL by the King County Historic Preservation
Program. Further discussion of the Twin Creeks Riding Stable is in
Appendix 15-A, Cultural Resources: Historic Buildings and Structures,
of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment C3-54

Please refer to the response to Comment C3-3 in this letter.

Response to Comment C3-55

Generally, portals would be located within the portal siting
areas designated in the Draft EIS. In a few cases where local
agencies or landowners requested the consideration of other
sites, those sites were also evaluated in the portal site
screening and selection process for the Final EIS. In other
cases, some portion of parcels identified and evaluated as
candidate portal sites in the Final EIS may extend slightly
outside of a designated portal siting area.

Candidate portal sites will continue to be evaluated after the
Final EIS is issued. A final portal location will be selected as
conveyance design continues once an alternative system is
chosen. 

Response to Comment C3-56

Additional analyses have been undertaken on the effects of
tunneling and portal construction on groundwater conditions
in the greater Kenmore/Lake Forest Park areas. Appendix 6-
B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS specifically
addresses the Lake Forest Park area and illustrations in this
document show the wellhead protection area. In addition, the
number of primary portals has been reduced such that for the
Route 9-195th Street corridor, only two portals (11 and 44),
out of an original four portals, are located within the greater
Kenmore/Lake Forest Park area. For the Unocal corridor,
only one portal (11) out of an original four portals, is located
in this area. Portal depths have also decreased with
elimination of the deep tunnel option along the Route 9-195th
Street corridor, and preliminary design criteria for portal
construction now specify shoring and groundwater control
methods that limit effects on groundwater near the portals.
Potential groundwater effects associated with portals have,
therefore, been greatly reduced from those described in the
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Draft EIS. Chapters 4 and 6 of the Final EIS contain updated
information.

Response to Comment C3-57

Please refer to the response to Comment C3-12 in this letter. Please
refer to Chapter 11 and Appendix 11-A, Land Use Plans and Policies:
Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment System, of the Final EIS
for additional discussion of Kenmore’s and Lake Forest Park’s
Comprehensive Land Use Plans.

Response to Comment C3-58

For an updated comparison of project alternatives, please refer to
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C3-59

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under SEPA and
therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS. “SEPA contemplates
that the general welfare, social, economic and other requirements and
essential considerations of state policy will be taken into account in
weighing and balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The
EIS is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible effects
and considerations of a decision or to contain the balancing judgments
that must ultimately be made by the decision makers” (WAC 197-11-
448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with affected
jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation strategies and
solutions to Brightwater construction and operational impacts. As part
of the overall decision-making process, King County is revising the cost
estimates (dated November 2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The
revised estimates will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be
available on request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571.
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Response to Comment C3-60

A definition of low, medium, and high landslide risk has been
included in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS. After a specific
alignment has been selected by King County, more detailed
investigations will be undertaken at each portal site for
purposes of identifying unstable areas and for designing slope
stabilization methods. At that time, specific critical area
designations for specific agencies with jurisdiction will be
reviewed. Chapter 4 of the Final EIS has been revised to
incorporate new information and to review and revise
technical information, such as fault distances, where
appropriate.

Response to Comment C3-61

Thank you for your comment. The text in Chapter 4 of the
Final EIS has been corrected.

Response to Comment C3-62

Chapter 4 of the Final EIS has been revised to incorporate
new information and to review and revise technical
information, such as fault distances, where appropriate.

Response to Comment C3-63

King County agrees that additional surveys at portal locations
are advisable. Consequently, a field reconnaissance has been
conducted at proposed portal locations for which access is
available, as a basis for providing a survey-level assessment
of geologic hazards. The results of this work are included in
Chapter 4 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C3-64

The text of the Final EIS has been revised. The size of the
arrows on Figure 4-10 in the Draft EIS does not have any
particular significance; the arrows show the general direction
of regional groundwater flow. New subsurface information
obtained from ongoing Brightwater pre-design studies has
allowed a new figure to be prepared illustrating, in more
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detail, groundwater flow in the regional Vashon Advance Outwash
aquifer (Qva aquifer). This figure is included in Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS. The Qva aquifer is present
throughout virtually the entire project area, and flow in this aquifer is
indicative of regional flow.

Response to Comment C3-65

Liquefaction at portal sites and shallow sections of tunnel is a possibility
in areas with loose alluvial soils. Protecting against liquefaction is a
standard part of geotechnical and structural engineering design, and
portals or tunnels constructed in areas subject to liquefaction would be
designed to withstand the effects of liquefaction.

Response to Comment C3-66

Grouting ahead of the tunnel boring machine is one method that would
be available to the tunneling contractor to control groundwater seepage.
Please refer to the response to Comment C3-45 in this letter for
additional information.

Response to Comment C3-67

Dewatering through construction of wells from the surface is not
anticipated for servicing the tunnel boring machine, so there would be
no impact to traffic from this activity. The primary surface activities
currently planned during conveyance system construction are those at
primary portals. Traffic analyses have been conducted for these areas.

Also, a monitoring program may be implemented during operation of
the conveyance system if results of the construction monitoring program
indicate the need to do so. Both the construction and operations
monitoring programs would be developed in consultation with
regulatory agencies, the water districts, and other interested parties. This
monitoring program is discussed in more detail in Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C3-68

It is anticipated that all dewatering activity would be contained within
the portal site and hoses would most likely not cross any roadways. If
hoses were to cross roadways, it would not occur frequently enough to

alter the traffic analysis. Please refer to Appendix 6-F, Groundwater and
Stormwater Management at the Candidate Portal Sites, of the Final EIS
for disposal options from dewatering at portal siting areas. Detailed
plans for dewatering would be prepared once the final alternative has
been selected.

Response to Comment C3-69

More refined estimates for groundwater inflow and seepage volumes
have been developed and are included in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS. The term “low” has been replaced with
specific numerical values, and the mechanisms that provide or allow for
groundwater inflows have been described more specifically.

Response to Comment C3-70

A Conveyance Construction Groundwater Monitoring Plan would be
prepared and implemented by King County prior to the initiation of
conveyance construction. Although no overall adverse affect on
groundwater flow or quality is anticipated to occur as a result of
conveyance construction, the size of the project and complexity of
subsurface conditions warrants a precautionary monitoring program.
The primary purpose of the monitoring program would be to provide
early warning of declining water levels, or other adverse effects in areas
considered to be sensitive. Sensitive areas could include Class B water
systems, vulnerable wetlands and streams, or wellhead protection areas
near the water sources for Class A water systems. Specific
precautionary measures are warranted for the Olympic View Water
District area and the Lake Forest Park Water District area, given the
importance of the groundwater resource to these areas.

Also, a monitoring program may be implemented during operation of
the conveyance system if results of the construction monitoring program
indicate the need to do so. Both the construction and operations
monitoring programs would be developed in consultation with
regulatory agencies, the water districts, and other interested parties. This
monitoring program is discussed in more detail in Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment C3-71

A more complete evaluation of conveyance system effects on
the Lake Forest Park wells has been developed based on new
information obtained during the ongoing Brightwater pre-
design studies and from the Lake Forest Park Water District.
The Lake Forest Park wellhead protection area is shown on
figures in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the
Final EIS, and the effects of conveyance construction are
discussed in this appendix in more detail. Chapter 6 of the
Final EIS also discusses this issue. 

The proposed portal and tunnel construction is not anticipated
to affect groundwater “recharge” areas. Although some
limited recharge may occur in the Lake Forest Park area, it is
essentially a discharge area. Most recharge occurs over a
broad portion of the upland north of Lake Forest Park.

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-9, for a more
complete summary of the additional analyses completed by
King County for the Lake Forest Park area.

Response to Comment C3-72

Procedures for handling unanticipated soil and/or
groundwater contamination would be developed as part of the
conveyance system design. The basic process includes a
Phase 1 environmental assessment of the chosen alignment
(after the EIS is finished) to identify areas with demonstrated
or potential contamination. Additional investigations would
then be undertaken for those areas with demonstrated
contamination, unless existing information is sufficient to
define the risk and the measures necessary to avoid risk
during construction. Otherwise, the contract documents
would specify what measures the contractor and the County
would take if contaminated materials were encountered.
Typically, these measures include a cease-work provision
until the problem is evaluated and a solution defined. The
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nature of the evaluation and solution is highly dependent on the
specifics of the situation.

Response to Comment C3-73

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-B, Project Description:
Conveyance, and 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS for a
description of the lining system that would be part of the tunnel design
to limit groundwater infiltration or seepage out of the tunnel.

Response to Comment C3-74

The only portals that have been planned are those described in the Final
EIS for the construction of the conveyance system. Rescue shafts would
only be constructed during emergencies. The construction, impacts, and
mitigation of such shafts would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis if
the need ever arises.

Response to Comment C3-75

Site reconnaissance was conducted at all portal sites for the three
corridor alignments. The initial reconnaissance was limited to
observations from public right-of-way and lacked the necessary detail to
produce comprehensive impact assessments. The reconnaissance
identified sensitive areas in order to position construction activities as
far away from streams and wetlands as possible. Detailed baseline
studies would be conducted for streams, wetlands, and water bodies
during the predesign process for the Brightwater conveyance system.
These studies would generate the information needed to develop site-
specific mitigation measures.

Response to Comment C3-76

The six criteria referenced in the comment are used to assess impacts
associated with the discharge of treated effluent on aquatic life in the
marine environment, and are to be used when there are effluent
constituents for which there are no state or federal standards. These
criteria pertain to the discussion of the marine outfall zone in Section
6.1.4 of the Draft EIS, and do not apply to the freshwater environment
in the vicinity of the portal and pump station siting areas discussed in
Section 6.2.1.

Response to Comment C3-77

Please refer to the response to Comment C3-46 in this letter.

Response to Comment C3-78

Discharges from dewatering operations are expected to be of two types:
(1) shallow groundwater from subsurface drains or pumped dewatering
wells, and (2) water collected from sumps and the bottoms of excavated
areas. Intercepted shallow groundwater would be of high quality,
essentially that of the native groundwater. If pumped back into an
injection well, this water would not require treatment to comply with
Ecology standards. This water is likely to have a low dissolved oxygen
concentration. If discharged to a channel, simple aeration would be
sufficient to meet Washington stream standards. Some of the potential
project sites could have contaminated soils as a result of past activities.
All dewatering flows would be initially tested for potential
contaminants. If contaminant concentrations exceeding state criteria are
found, appropriate treatment would be provided. For instance, if
petroleum hydrocarbons are found, the treatment might involve air-
stripping or filtration through carbon media.

Water pumped from open-cut excavation or borings would probably
come into contact with disturbed soils and would likely be turbid.
Depending upon the type of construction activity, this water could
contain other contaminants such as fuels or lubricants. This type of
dewatering flow would be discharged to one or a series of settling ponds
to settle the silt and allow the water to clear, or receive some other
treatment to reduce turbidity to meet state water quality standards.
Oil/water separation would be carried out, if needed. If necessary,
advanced treatment, such as an addition of coagulants and pH
adjustment, could be carried out to remove the fine particles and clarify
the water, prior to discharge.

At this time, there are no plans to dispose of dewatering flows via
injection wells. Further information on dewatering management at the
treatment plant sites can be found in Appendices 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, 6-C, Management of Water Quality During Construction
at the Treatment Plant Sites, and 6-D, Permanent Stormwater
Management at the Treatment Plant Sites, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment C3-79

Please refer to the response to Comment C3-46 in this letter regarding
quantification of sedimentation impacts. The barge dock was identified
in the Draft EIS as a potential measure to mitigate traffic impacts.
However, it is no longer included as a proposed project element for the
Unocal site. Should the barge dock be reconsidered for implementation
at some future time, additional site-specific evaluations would be
conducted.

Response to Comment C3-80

Please refer to the response to Comment C3-78 in this letter.
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Response to Comment C3-81

The Route 9 site currently supports several auto wrecking
yards, and portions of the site may contain contaminated soil.
Prior to major construction activity at this site, extensive soil
testing would be conducted by King County to identify
contaminated areas. Contaminated soils and other hazards
would be removed from the site and cleanup measures
implemented prior to construction (refer to Chapter 9 of the
Final EIS). Runoff from the project site would be monitored
for any contaminants found at the site to assure that they are
not inconsistent with water quality criteria. If a contaminant
is found to be inconsistent with water quality criteria, the
source would be identified and remediated and/or additional
treatment measured would be implemented to remove the
contaminant. Please refer to the response to Comment C3-46,
regarding quantification of sedimentation impacts.

Response to Comment C3-82

Please refer to the response to Comment C3-78 in this letter.

Response to Comment C3-83

Although site preparation could take up to 3 years, the
associated sedimentation impacts are considered to be
temporary impacts in that they would not be permanent in
nature.

All stream relocation would occur in accordance with the
permit conditions and requirements imposed by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Washington State Department of
Fish and Wildlife, Washington State Department of Ecology,
NOAA Fisheries and/or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and
Snohomish County. Permit conditions are intended to protect
sensitive resources during and following construction. Permit
conditions would likely limit construction to work windows
of time that avoid critical spawning and migration periods.
Flows in the channel being reconstructed would be
temporarily diverted upstream of the construction activity,
piped or otherwise routed around all disturbed areas, and
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discharged downstream in accordance with applicable permit
requirements.

Following their construction and vegetation, flow diversion to the
relocated stream channels would be delayed for 3 to 6 months to allow
for their stabilization. This would minimize the chance for
sedimentation in the new channels after flows are returned. Based upon
past experience with new stream channels, sedimentation is expected to
return to background levels after the first season and is not expected to
affect existing spawning beds. It is anticipated that at least a portion of
the relocated streams would provide additional high-quality spawning
and rearing habitat.

Response to Comment C3-84

Contaminant loads in the event of an overflow have not been estimated,
as they would vary depending on the volume of the overflow and would
occur rarely, if ever. The estimated contaminant loads that are likely to
occur in the event of an overflow depend on the length of overflow and
wastewater quality at the time of the overflow. For example, a 1 hour
overflow of 36 million gallons of wastewater would discharge
approximately 2,500 pounds of BOD and 2,583 pounds of TSS.
However, emergency conditions during storm events would be
addressed using the five-part emergency flow management system to
prevent discharges of untreated wastewater to the extent possible. This
five-part system consists of a series of planned actions where operators
can use the new conveyance and treatment facilities to significantly
reduce the probability of system overflows during unusual flow and
operational conditions. The flow management system includes a number
of actions that operators can use under a variety of conditions to contain
and manage flows: (1) In the case of a plant system failure, flow could
be diverted to one of the other two regional plants; (2) Excess flows
could be stored in existing facilities (up to 12 million gallons) in
Kenmore and Bothell; (3) With the Brightwater System, excess flows
could also be stored in new influent conveyance tunnels (up to 11
million gallons); (4) Standby power and emergency generators could be
used to continue pumping flows in the event of power failures; and (5)
Partially treated wastewater could be diverted around the treatment plant
directly to Puget Sound.

Response to Comment C3-85

In hydrologic analyses performed for EISs, floods in excess of the 100-
year event, such as a tsunami, are typically not reviewed, as they are
unlikely to occur during the life of the project. The likelihood of a
tsunami impacting the Unocal plant during its lifetime is therefore
remote. SEPA regulations require that probable impacts be addressed,
but not those that merely have a possibility of occurring, but are remote
or speculative (WAC 197-11-782). Since the likelihood of a tsunami
affecting the Unocal site is remote, the impacts associated with a
tsunami were not addressed in the Final EIS. The project will be
designed to comply with the Criteria for Sewage Works Design
(Washington State Department of Ecology, December 1998) and other
applicable design requirements for reasonably probable operating
conditions.

Response to Comment C3-86

The erosion and sedimentation impacts evaluation that has been
conducted is appropriate to determine the potential level of significance,
as required by SEPA. Please refer to the response to Comment C3-8 in
this letter.

Response to Comment C3-87

At this time there are no plans to dispose of dewatering flows via
injection wells. Injection well water would be treated according to
methods described in Appendix 6-F, Groundwater and Stormwater
Management at the Candidate Portal Sites, of the Final EIS. Treatment
techniques would take into account the Washington State Department of
Ecology’s Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington
(August 2001) to comply with state surface water quality standards in
the receiving waters. Monitoring would be conducted, as outlined in the
conveyance facility Individual NPDES Construction Stormwater permit
SWPPP approved by Ecology, to ensure contaminated water is not
entering the aquifer. Also, please refer to the response to the
Washington State Department of Ecology, Comment W5-69.
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Response to Comment C3-88

The procedure for assessing impacts to receiving water bodies in the
Draft EIS involved comparing the average annual discharge of the water
body to the anticipated dewatering discharge rates for each portal. If the
maximum dewatering discharge were less than the average annual
discharge, impacts would include water quality degradation as a result
of erosion of excavated soils, construction spills, and construction
waste. The “no additional impacts” stated that except for the impacts
listed previously, there would be no other impacts to streams from
dewatering discharge. This impact analysis has been revised based on
new information. Ecology has established guidelines that require a
stream study if the dewatering discharge rate is greater than 10 percent
of the flow rate of the receiving water body. The stream study would
need to show that the additional discharge would not impact the water
quality, channel morphology, or aquatic biota of the stream. 

Since the publication of the Draft EIS, more detailed hydrogeologic
analyses have been conducted, and the dewatering discharge rates have
been reduced. The Final EIS text has been revised to reflect the results
of the new analysis; refer to Chapter 6 for a revised discussion of this
issue. Should dewatering discharge rates exceed Ecology’s 10-percent
guideline, detailed stream studies would be conducted or alternative
disposal methods would be used. The detailed stream studies would be
conducted prior to construction as part of the project baseline studies,
and would include the collection and analysis of data to verify that
additional discharge would not impact water quality, channel
morphology, or aquatic biota of the stream. Alternative disposal
methods may include discharge to a sanitary sewer, infiltration system,
or injection well. These alternative disposal methods would be
considered separately or in combination with discharge to a stormwater
drainage system or directly to a stream. Also, please refer to the
response to Comment C3-75 in this letter.

Response to Comment C3-89

The project description for the Brightwater project has changed since
the publication of the Draft EIS, in response to Draft EIS comments and
revised mitigation measures. The Final EIS text has been revised to
reflect the new project description, which incorporates these mitigation

components. Portal 10 is now classified as a secondary portal for the
Unocal corridor only, and is no longer an option for either of the Route
9 corridors. Secondary portals are retained for ancillary purposes only.
Please refer to Appendix 3-B, Project Description: Conveyance, of the
Final EIS for a description of secondary portals and the scenarios under
which they would be used. The final decision regarding secondary
portals would be made during final design, after the conveyance route
has been selected and final locations for portal sites have been chosen.
Secondary portals would require up to 0.5 of an acre and have a
diameter shaft of about 8 feet.

Response to Comment C3-90

For Brightwater, an emergency response procedure has been established
and is discussed in the response to Comment C3-84. The preferred
location of an emergency overflow is Puget Sound. For information
regarding past overflows, please refer to the response to the Washington
State Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-117. For
information regarding an existing manual that discusses emergency
overflow, please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-35. 

Response to Comment C3-91

Please refer to the response to Comment C3-75, in this letter, for a
discussion of proposed baseline monitoring, the response to the City of
Bothell, Comment C2-9, for a discussion of construction monitoring,
and the response to the Washington State Department of Natural
Resources, Comment W3-148, for a discussion of mitigation.
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Response to Comment C3-92

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a discussion of
the probable significant adverse environmental impacts and
the reasonable mitigation measures for these identified
impacts beyond those characterized in this comment.
Additional analysis has been conducted that relates to
probable significant adverse environmental impacts to
sensitive areas and habitat areas that will not be mitigated or
regulated to a level of insignificance. This additional analysis
is included in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C3-93

Thank you for your comment. The text has been revised in
the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C3-94

In Chapter 7 of the Final EIS, upland buffers regulated by
local jurisdictions are indicated on figures for wetlands,
streams, and major water bodies (e.g., Lake Washington,
Sammamish River). These are the widths that will be
enforced by local jurisdictions in implementing their
respective critical area ordinances.

Response to Comment C3-95

According to the Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife (WDFW) priority habitats and species (PHS)
database, previously documented bald eagle nests are located
along the shoreline of Lake Washington south of Portal 11.
This information is presented in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C3-96

Chapter 7 of the Final EIS clarifies where impacts to
wetlands are anticipated. In the Final EIS, three to four
candidate portal sites are identified in each portal siting area.
Candidate portal site selection involved avoiding impacts to
high-quality wetlands, streams, and mature upland forests
wherever feasible. Based on the known boundaries of
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wetlands, streams, and mature upland forest, impacts were calculated
based on anticipated portal construction footprints. Preferred portal sites
avoid impacts to the maximum extent practicable. There would be no
direct impacts to any known Class 1 wetlands and no streams displaced.
Impacts to Class 2 wetlands would be limited. Please refer to the
response to Comment C3-25 in this letter, for additional information.

Response to Comment C3-97

Local codes pertaining to tree removal, significant tree surveys, and tree
retention are provided in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also
notes that revegetation of trees and shrubs can take many years to reach
maturity. For this reason, impacts to mature upland forest, wetlands, and
buffers would be avoided to the extent practicable. If impacts cannot be
avoided, areas not actively used for facilities would be revegetated after
construction. In selecting preferred areas for candidate portal sites, King
County sought out sites that have either no vegetation, immature
vegetation, or exotic/invasive vegetation. These sites have opportunities
for native restoration after construction, which over time will develop
into mature shrub and/or forested conditions.

Response to Comment C3-98

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment C3-99

Currently there is no lighting planned along the water or adjacent to the
wetland areas. If illumination is required in these areas the methods
discussed in Chapter 13 of the Final EIS would be used to reduce the
impact. These include directing the light away from the water, and if
practical, use of lower-wattage lights and lower mounting heights.
Assigning a lower value for the lighting is difficult because locating a
light is one area that may be required for safety or security.

Response to Comment C3-100

Monitoring of streams by King County to assess project impacts would
include specific monitoring to comply with federal, state, and local
permitting requirements. Where appropriate to address impacts,
monitoring would include turbidity monitoring during construction, and
monitoring of dewatering discharge rates to ensure that impacts to

streams are minimized. Detailed monitoring plans would be determined
in consultation with permitting agencies as the project progresses.
Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for additional information on
monitoring of streams for stormwater and dewatering impacts.

Response to Comment C3-101

King County will comply with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services and
NOAA Fisheries requirements regarding protection of endangered
species. Please refer to Chapter 7 of the Final EIS for more information
on how impacts to plants and animals will be mitigated.
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Response to Comment C3-102

The findings of this report have been incorporated into
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, in the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C3-103

Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS contained information on potential
contamination at the treatment plant sites. More information
on potential contamination, particularly at candidate portal
sites, has been included in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, and Chapter 1 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C3-104

The potential of encountering contaminated soils and
groundwater is discussed in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS. A
reference to this chapter has been added to Chapter 9 of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment C3-105

Local municipal codes vary in their requirements for cleanup
of spills from construction, but all are based on the minimum
performance standards of the State Building Code, which
incorporates requirements of the Uniform Fire Code (RCW
19.27). For example, Lake Forest Park addresses this issue
through its SEPA substantive authority, acknowledging that
federal, state, and regional regulations are the primary means
of addressing and mitigating risks associated with hazardous
and toxic materials. Kenmore regulates use and handling of
hazardous materials through municipal code Section 15.10,
citing the Uniform Fire Code. In Shoreline, an emergency
response spill/cleanup plan would be prepared and employees
properly trained to react to accidental spills (Shoreline Code,
20.80.450). Shoreline also requires a hazardous materials
management plan, also citing the Uniform Fire Code. 

As described in Chapter 9 of the Final EIS, all chemical
storage and handling during construction and operation will
comply with applicable local, state, and federal regulations,
including the Uniform Fire Code, Resource Conservation and
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Recovery Act, and Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA).
Contractors would be responsible for following proper handling of
chemicals and appropriate procedures during construction.

Response to Comment C3-106

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-120, and the response to the
Washington State Department of Ecology, Comment W5-77.

Response to Comment C3-107

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-30.
As project design progresses, more information will be developed
regarding specific plans for addressing the potential buildup of methane
or hydrogen sulfide in the proposed effluent tunnel or at the treatment
plants. As was disclosed in the Draft and Final EIS, a number of specific
measures will be used in the project design to minimize such risks,
including routine monitoring of gas levels to help prevent buildup and
use of ventilation shafts. Ventilation and odor control would be
provided to minimize accumulation of methane and hydrogen sulfide.
Refer to Chapter 9 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C3-108

Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS text has been revised to
correct for typos.

Response to Comment C3-109

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-35.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS  City of Kenmore (C3)

Brightwater Final EIS 469

Response to Comment C3-110

King County coordinates and administers several programs to
minimize environmental health risks related to the operation
and maintenance of existing wastewater facilities. These
programs include water quality monitoring in the vicinity of
discharge locations and public notices near combined sewer
overflow (CSO) outfall locations. 

There are several strategies, both in project design and in
King County’s response to spills during operation that would
minimize human health risks. Please refer to the response to
the Washington State Department of Ecology, Comment W5-
35, for more information on procedures to address overflows
and spills, and for more discussion about how the project
design would minimize the risk of overflows.

As part of its NPDES requirements, King County has also
conducted an extensive point source monitoring program for
over 20 years. The purpose of the program is to assess the
quality of each facility’s effluent, the receiving water around
each outfall, and nearby beaches to ensure that the facility is
meeting the goals of the Clean Water Act and complying
with state water quality regulations. King County has worked
jointly with the City of Seattle and the Seattle-King County
Health Department in posting warning signs at CSO locations
and undertaking public outreach to notify the public of
potential risks associated with swimming, fishing, or other
recreational activities near CSO outfalls. King County is also
partnering with agencies and organizations to clean up
contaminated sediment near CSOs that has resulted largely
from historical contamination in industrialized waterways,
such as the Duwamish Waterway.

Response to Comment C3-111

Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIS, which discusses
the potential for encountering contaminated soil and
groundwater, and potential mitigation options.
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Response to Comment C3-112

For information on the odor prevention program and the monitoring that
would be performed on the odor control system, please refer to the
response to the Washington State Department of Transportation,
Comment W2-5. Additional information about the wastewater treatment
process and the odor control technology selected is provided in
Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C3-113

Please refer to the response to Comment C3-12 in this letter.

Response to Comment C3-114

Public facilities are shown on Figures 17-1, 17-2, and 17-3 in Chapter
17 of the Draft EIS. A number of the graphics in Chapter 17 of the Final
EIS have been revised to provide more clarity.

Response to Comment C3-115

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) does not require the
evaluation of socioeconomic impacts. Under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), potential impacts to low-income and
minority populations should be identified and disclosed, in accordance
with President Clinton’s Executive Order on Environmental Justice
(Executive Order 12,898). U.S. Census Bureau statistics summarized by
the Puget Sound Regional Council indicate that, based on 1999 income
data, 1.8 to 8 percent of the population in the communities within the
Brightwater System siting area were classified as living below the
poverty level (PSRC, 2002). The distribution of low-income population
within each community has not been mapped or analyzed with respect
to portal siting areas or treatment plant sites at this time; however, it is
not anticipated that low-income housing will be affected. Identification
of possible portal sites has attempted to avoid directly affecting
residential areas as much as possible. Minority population statistics in
the Brightwater System siting area have not been analyzed.
Environmental justice issues will be further analyzed as part of the
NEPA documentation.

Reference:

Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC). 2002. Characteristics of
Poverty, Puget Sound Region Cities and Census Designated Places.
Source: Summary File 3 – 2000 Census of Population and Housing,
United States Bureau of the Census.

Response to Comment C3-116

The section cited in the comment has been substantially revised since
the Draft EIS. The likelihood of needing rescue shafts is remote
considering today’s tunneling technology and monitoring systems. The
impacts analyses have been conducted for situations that have a low to
high likelihood of occurring. For these situations, detailed groundwater
impact analyses have been conducted for the conveyance pipelines and
portals for both construction and long-term operations conditions.
Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final
EIS.

Response to Comment C3-117

Conventional dewatering wells are no longer being considered for
groundwater control during conveyance system construction, as
described in Appendices 3-B, Project Description: Conveyance, and 6-
B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS. For portals, shoring
methods have been planned that reduce the need for dewatering, and the
only wells anticipated would be temporary pressure relief wells in the
base of the portal excavation that would be there only until a concrete
slab could be poured. Appendix 6-F, Groundwater and Stormwater
Management at the Candidate Portal Sites, of the Final EIS addresses
handling of groundwater removed from the portals. For tunnels,
groundwater control would be achieved through a combination of in-
tunnel depressurization and ground conditioning (grouting). Please refer
to the response to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-9, for a more complete summary of the additional
analyses completed by King County for the portals. 

Response to Comment C3-118

Please refer to the response to Comment C3-68 in this letter.
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Response to Comment C3-119

Please refer to the response to Comment C3-12 in this letter.

Response to Comment C3-120

The text in Chapter 11 of the Final EIS has been changed to
correct information regarding the location of Portal 12 and to
include the additional information you provided. Please note
that the location of Portal 12 (Kenmore) was correct in the
impacts discussion in the Draft EIS. Please refer to Chapter
11, Affected Environment: Unocal System section, for the
revised text in the Final EIS.

Based on additional siting analysis that has been completed
since publication of the Draft EIS, Portal 12 is now a
secondary portal location for the Unocal System. Please refer
to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for the revised project
description details.

Response to Comment C3-121

Decisions on the ultimate location of Brightwater facilities
are based on a number of environmental considerations and
are not driven by one individual impact or issue such as land
use. It is King County’s intent to avoid sensitive areas and
resources where possible. In the event sensitive resources are
impacted, the Final EIS identifies appropriate mitigation to
reduce impacts to a level of non-significance.

Response to Comment C3-122

Recent Level 2 portal screening that was conducted as part of
the Brightwater conveyance predesign identified candidate
sites to carry forward for further screening. These sites met
engineering needs and minimized environmental and
community impacts. The Brightwater Conveyance Predesign
Level 2 Portal Screening process is described in Chapter 2
and Appendix 2-B, Portal Screening Level 1 and 2
Documentation, of the Final EIS. Chapter 11 of the Final EIS
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has been revised to discuss the potential impacts associated with
proposed construction and operation activities at candidate sites.

Response to Comment C3-123

The location of the pipes at Portal 11 was not documented in the Draft
EIS because the location of the portals in the Portal Siting Areas, to
which the pipes would connect to, had not been determined. The
specific location of pipes would be identified during final design for the
selected alternative. Additional detail beyond that described in the Draft
EIS is included in Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-B, Project Description:
Conveyance, of the Final EIS. Portal 10 is no longer part of the proposal
for the Route 9 alternatives. It is a secondary portal for the Unocal
conveyance system.
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Response to Comment C3-124

Chapter 11 has been changed in the Final EIS to provide
clarification. 

Response to Comment C3-125

Thank you for your comment. The text in the Final EIS has
been revised.

Response to Comment C3-126

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment C3-127

Areas of the Sammamish River shoreline that are designated
Conservancy are depicted by the solid green shading as
indicated in the graphic legend on Figure 11-29 of the Draft
EIS. Please refer to updated figures in Chapter 11 of the Final
EIS.

Response to Comment C3-128

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment C3-129

Based on additional engineering analysis subsequent to the
publication of the Draft EIS, the tunnel or microtunnel
between Portals 10 and 11 has been eliminated for the Route
9 site. For the Unocal site, Portal 10 is designated as a
secondary portal that may not be utilized.
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Response to Comment C3-130

Due to additional engineering analysis and design performed
after publication of the Draft EIS, the number, size, and
location of the permanent odor control, ventilation, and/or
tunnel access facilities for each of the system alternatives
have been determined and are included in Appendix 3-A,
Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C3-131

Construction periods could be up to 24 hours per day, 7 days
a week, depending upon the stage of project construction and
activity. Allowed construction periods would be determined
by working with local permitting agencies on a site-by-site
basis. Mitigation would be determined by local regulatory
requirements.

Response to Comment C3-132

There is no single reference that describes all the BMPs,
because they are constantly changing as new technologies or
practices are developed and evaluated. A review of the latest
construction information would be conducted during the final
design phase to determine which technologies or procedures
constitute a BMP at that time. Please refer to the Mitigation
section in Chapters 4, 5, 6, and 7 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C3-133

The text has been corrected in the Final EIS to read: “King
County would develop construction traffic plans in
accordance with local permitting requirements including
street use permits that minimize impacts to local businesses.”
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Response to Comment C3-134

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Natural and Resources, Comment W3-166.

Response to Comment C3-135

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment C3-136

The odor control facilities have been revised to include any
required ventilation equipment. The revision has been
included in the Final EIS. Tunnel access structures would
either be buried or at-grade paved areas with a large access
hatch.
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Response to Comment C3-137

The Final EIS text has been revised to include portal sites.
Please refer to Chapter 13, Impacts section, for the respective
Brightwater System alternatives.

Response to Comment C3-138

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment C3-139

Building a structure above or below ground is primarily
dependent upon the purpose of the structure. Odor
control/ventilation facilities would be above ground while
tunnel access facilities would typically be either at-grade or
below-grade structures. Chapter 3 of the Final EIS provides a
list of such facilities at each of the proposed portals.

Response to Comment C3-140

The Affected Environment section in Chapter 14 of the Final
EIS has been revised to indicate that Bruggers Bog Park is
within the City of Shoreline.
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Response to Comment C3-141

Construction durations would vary from 1.5 to 4 years at each
primary portal, depending on the depth and purpose of the
portal. A list of the proposed construction durations for each
portal has been included in Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-G,
Construction Approach and Schedule, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C3-142

Please refer to the response to Comment C3-123 in this letter.

Response to Comment C3-143

The number, location, and size of odor control facilities that
would be constructed along the conveyance system are
described in Chapter 5 and Appendix 5-B, Odor Analysis:
Conveyance, of the Final EIS. All odor control facilities
would be constructed at the time of the construction of the
conveyance tunnels.

Response to Comment C3-144

Portal screening completed for the Final EIS identified
candidate portal sites within each portal siting area. Where
possible, the County has tried to avoid recreational facilities;
however, the Ballinger Playfield, the North Creek
Sportsfields, and Nile Temple Golf Course have been
identified as candidate sites where portals could occupy a
portion of these recreational facilities. In addition, a portion
of a play area associated with Brier Elementary School has
been identified as a candidate site. If needed, alternative sites
for displaced recreational facilities or areas would be
identified once an alternative is selected. Please refer to
Chapter 14 of the Final EIS for a discussion of potential
impacts and mitigation for affected facilities.

Response to Comment C3-145

Acquisition of any portal site property involve a written offer
of “just compensation” from the King County Wastewater
Treatment Division (WTD) to the property owner. The value
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is determined based on fair market value by an independent real estate
appraiser. Each appraisal report is also reviewed by an independent
review appraiser to assure that appraisal standards are met. The property
owner is given the opportunity to consider and respond to the offer.
Once an agreement is reached, the purchase and sale agreements are
signed; the property owner is paid when ownership transfers to King
County at the close of escrow.

Along the conveyance alignment where King County will be using deep
tunneling machines, surface property impacts would be minimal.
Nonetheless, King County will be obtaining underground easements.
For properties directly above where the tunnel would be located,
property owners would receive an offer of “just compensation” from
WTD for the determined impacts. The subsurface value is determined
by an independent real estate appraiser and is also reviewed by an
independent review appraiser. Once an agreement is reached, legal
documents (which detail the rights and responsibilities of both parties)
are drafted, reviewed, signed, and recorded.  After completion, the
property owner is paid accordingly. Please refer to the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970 and the King County Property Acquisition and Relocation Web
site at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm for more
information.

http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm
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Response to Comment C3-146

Please refer to the response to Comment C3-53 in this
letter.

Response to Comment C3-147

Chapter 15 of the Final EIS has been revised. The 12
properties referenced do not include any additional
structures, other than buildings.

Response to Comment C3-148

Thank you for your comment. Each of the eight buildings
referenced is in Bothell.

Response to Comment C3-149

Thank you for your comment. Deletion of “probably” from
the text would make the statement inaccurate.

Response to Comment C3-150

Please refer to the response to Comment C3-53 in this
letter.

Response to Comment C3-151

The text in Chapter 15 of the Final EIS has been revised.
The statements do not contradict; however, the text has
been revised to clarify the intent of the statement, and to
make distinctions between influent and effluent portions of
the conveyance alternatives.

Response to Comment C3-152

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment C3-153

King County and the Washington State Department of
Transportation have conducted historic building surveys in
Kenmore as described in the response to Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-48. King County and Lake Forest Park
conducted historic building surveys in Lake Forest Park in
1977-78 and 1996, respectively. Previous survey efforts were
supplemented through inventory and evaluation of portal
siting areas and treatment plant sites in support of the Final
EIS. The inventory of historic buildings in support of the
Final EIS identified a cluster of buildings, known as the Twin
Creeks Riding Stable, in Portal Siting Area 44. The King
County Historic Preservation Program determined the Twin
Creeks Riding Stable to be ineligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), Washington
Heritage Register (WHR), or King County Landmarks List
(KCLL). Further discussion of the Twin Creeks Riding
Stable is included in Appendix 15-A, Cultural Resources:
Historic Buildings and Structures, of the Final EIS.

Studies conducted for the Final EIS and archaeological
fieldwork conducted during the design and predesign phase
have provided data for development of treatment and
monitoring plans and a programmatic agreement.

High-probability areas for archaeological resources have
been based on conclusions presented in tables in Chapter 15
of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C3-154

Prior to demolition of structures on treatment plant or
candidate portal sites, a licensed abatement company would
remove any materials containing asbestos or lead in
accordance with Washington Industrial Safety and Health Act
(WISHA) requirements. Disposal of hazardous materials
would be at licensed sites and would be thoroughly
documented. Abatement activities are expected to be minimal
and would be completed by small crews of certified workers
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as needed. No significant site impacts are anticipated during abatement
activities. Please refer to Appendix 3-G, Construction Approach and
Schedule, of the Final EIS for additional information.

Response to Comment C3-155

Please refer to the response to Comment C3-53 in this letter.
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Response to Comment C3-156

The schedule for restoring impacted streets to pre-existing or
better conditions would be included in the traffic
management plan (TMP). Please refer to the response to
Comment C3-16 in this letter.

Response to Comment C3-157

Strengthened pavement and additional pavement widths
could be included in mitigation measures developed as part of
the traffic management plan (TMP). Please refer to the
response to Comment C3-16 in this letter.

Response to Comment C3-158

Portal 45 is a secondary portal with few truck trips expected
to travel on 61st Avenue NE since major construction
activities would be concentrated at the primary portals. The
secondary portals, if required, would generate an average of
three trucks per day and would create minimal impact to the
peak-hour traffic operations. Portal 44 is a primary portal that
would be expected to create traffic impacts. As such, a
detailed analysis with traffic impacts and mitigation measures
are provided for 80th Avenue NE. Please refer to Appendix
16-B, Transportation Impacts: Plant Sites and Conveyance,
of the Final EIS for greater detail. Please refer to the response
to Comment C3-16 in this letter.
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Response to Comment C3-159

Improvements to local non-arterial streets could be included
in mitigation measures developed as part of the traffic
management plan (TMP). Please refer to the response to
Comment C3-16 in this letter.

Response to Comment C3-160

While open-cut construction may be used for the installation
of pipes connecting the existing system to the influent tunnel
and for utility relocation, it would not be feasible where the
corridor crosses railroads, major streets and intersections,
freeways, wetlands, streams, and areas of unstable soils or
high groundwater levels. For these crossings, either
microtunneling or bore and jack construction would be used
to minimize or eliminate impacts to these areas. The open-cut
construction method is typically used where the pipeline
depth is less than 30 feet. Typical lengths of open-cut
segments may vary from several hundred to 2,000 feet, but
only 100 feet could be constructed in a day. It would be
unlikely that any length over 100 feet would be under
construction at any given time. Therefore, the potential for
significant lengths of roadway and property being impacted
would be minimal. 

The locations of open-cut construction would not be known
until final design is complete because exact conveyance
system alignments and pipeline locations would have to be
determined first. When the locations of open-cut construction
are known then mitigation measures would be identified and
approved through the local permitting process.

King County agrees that the described measures are potential
mitigation measures and will work with all affected
communities in implementing the appropriate measures.
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Response to Comment C4-1

King County noted that the Cities of Lake Forest Park and
Kenmore submitted separate comment letters with the same
attachment, a report prepared for both cities by ECG, Inc.
King County has responded, individually, to each comment
in the cover letters from each city, the consultant’s report
through Attachment A, and the January 11, 2003,
memorandum regarding Brightwater Draft EIS
Transportation Section Comments. We have not responded
individually to comments in Attachment B, City of Lake
Forest Park Comprehensive Plan, Revised Draft dated
November 21, 2002, City of Kenmore Comprehensive Plan
dated March 2001, or to comments in the January 16, 2003
(revised), report, “Economic and Fiscal Impacts of the
Proposed Brightwater Wastewater Treatment System on the
Cities of Kenmore and Lake Forest Park.” However, the Lake
Forest Park and Kenmore Comprehensive Plans were
considered in the land use analysis in Chapter 11 of the Final
EIS. Economic and fiscal impacts are not part of an
environmental analysis under SEPA; however, the report has
been provided to the Brightwater project team for
consideration.

Response to Comment C4-2

Comments will be responded to as referred to in the response
to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-1. 

Response to Comment C4-3

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a discussion of
the probable significant adverse environmental impacts and
the reasonable mitigation measures for these identified
impacts beyond that characterized in this comment. The Draft
EIS was issued at a point in time when a certain level of
information was known relating to the probable significant
adverse impacts of the proposal and possible ways to
reasonably mitigate those impacts. In areas where there was
uncertainty in relation to impacts in one respect or another,
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the Draft EIS presented, consistent with SEPA Guidelines, a worst-case
analysis of impacts. The Draft EIS also indicated that ongoing analysis
was under way and that additional information would be forthcoming in
the Final EIS and otherwise. The purpose of a Final EIS is to respond to
comments on the Draft EIS and, where appropriate, to provide
additional or revised information and analysis relating to probable
significant impacts of the proposal and reasonable mitigation measures.
Since issuance of the Draft EIS in late 2002, considerable additional
analysis has been conducted, as is the case on any large project, to
further define and develop the proposal and to respond to Draft EIS
comments. A number of the details requested the various comments in
this letter relate to either information that does not involve probable
significant adverse environmental impacts or information that is
important prior to issuance of actual permits but may not be essential to
include in an EIS. Additional analysis that has been conducted that
relates to probable significant adverse impacts that will not be mitigated
or regulated into non-significance is included as part of the Final EIS
analysis. This includes additional analysis regarding potential impacts to
water resources, including potential impacts to Lake Forest Park Water
District’s wells and aquifer, in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment C4-4

Population and employment forecasts in north King County
and south Snohomish County and how the forecasts are used
to calculate wastewater flows are discussed in Chapter 2 and
Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final
EIS. Based on this revised data, flows from the City of Lake
Forest Park would continue to be treated at West Point.

Portal 10 has been eliminated as a primary portal from the
Route 9 conveyance alternatives.  It remains a proposed
secondary portal for the Unocal System. Please refer to
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for the distinction between
primary and secondary portals.

Response to Comment C4-5

Please refer to the revised project description in Chapter 3 of
the Final EIS for a more detailed comparison of alternatives.

Response to Comment C4-6

Due to additional flow management analysis, the reach from
Portal 10 to 11 would no longer be required for the Route 9
System. This reach is still part of the Unocal System;
however, Portal 10 is a secondary portal only. The change is
described in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. 

When needed, likely to be several decades from now, a
smaller local connection from the existing conveyance
system would be made to Portal 11 using open-cut or micro-
tunneling construction methods. Coordination with the City
of Lake Forest Park would occur at the time it is proposed.

Response to Comment C4-7

Portal 10 has been eliminated as a primary portal from the
Route 9 conveyance alternatives.  It remains a proposed
secondary portal for the Unocal System. Please refer to
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for the distinction between
primary and secondary portals.
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Response to Comment C4-8

King County recognizes the unique nature of the groundwater resource
serving Lake Forest Park and is committed to protecting both its quality
and quantity during construction and operation of the conveyance
system. Due to the importance of this area, considerable new
information has been developed on the nature of the resource through
the drilling of new borings, the implementation of a water level
monitoring program, and development of subsurface cross sections
specific to this area. In addition, extensive numerical analyses of
groundwater withdrawal during construction and groundwater
infiltration during operation have been conducted to provide a
quantitative bracket on effects to water levels in the area. All of this
information is presented in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater,
of the Final EIS.

The new information shows that the Unocal corridor would pass below
and down-gradient or cross-gradient of the Lake Forest Park Wellfield
and would therefore have essentially no effect on wellfield supply or
quality. The same is true for the Route 9-228th Street corridor; it is
effectively too distant to have any real effect on groundwater conditions
in the Lake Forest Park area. The Route 9-195th Street corridor is the
only alternative that could potentially affect the wellfield, given that it
passes within a few thousand feet of the wellfield in an anticipated up-
gradient area. Existing surficial geologic information available through
the Seattle Area Geologic Mapping Project (SGMP) is the most current
source of geologic mapping in the project area and is considered to be
suitable for EIS purposes. Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater
presents a more detailed discussion of geology and includes figures
showing the Lake Forest Park Water District wellhead protection area
and its relationship to the conveyance options

The number of proposed primary portals locations has also been
reduced, with the elimination of Portal 10 (in downtown Lake Forest
Park) from the Route 9 alternatives and Portal 45 (potentially up-
gradient of the wellfield) as a primary portal in the Route 9 System.
Portal 45 is now considered a secondary portal for the Route 9-195th
Street and Unocal alternatives. Portal 10 is a secondary portal for the
Unocal alternative only. Secondary portals are retained for ancillary

purposes.  Also, please refer to the response to Comment C4-24 in this
letter. The remaining primary portals in the area, 7, 11, and 44 are also
either too distant to impact the wellfield, or are located at down-gradient
locations.

The Lake Forest Park Wellfield is completed in two water-bearing
intervals, a shallow zone (within 20 feet of land surface) that likely
represents groundwater within the regional Qva aquifer, and a deeper
zone in older relatively thin fluvial deposits. Groundwater in these older
deposits is termed Qu aquifers in Appendix 6-B. Based on the
explorations conducted to date, the Qu aquifer fluvial deposits occur
within a narrow elevation zone and are both overlain and underlain by
fine-grained sediments that appear to yield little water. In other words,
the “Lake Forest Park aquifer” is a thin water-bearing zone within a
thick section of low permeability sediments. These Qu fluvial deposits
contain groundwater under artesian pressure, indicating recharge from
higher elevations to the north. The proposed 195th Street tunnel depth is
close to the elevation of the water-bearing zone, but is below it by
approximately 50 feet. Therefore, although the 195th alignment could
potentially affect the wellfield, the effect is not anticipated to be
significant. The ongoing conveyance system pre-design exploration
program being conducted currently will provide additional detail on the
relationship between the tunnel elevation and the depth of the Qu
aquifer in this area.

Water quality conditions in the Lake Forest Park aquifer are not
anticipated to be affected by either construction or operation of the
tunnel. During construction, groundwater would seep into the tunnel
under pressure, such that any contaminants associated with the tunneling
operation would not migrate outward, but would stay within the tunnel
for removal along with the spoil. During operation, hydraulic analysis
shows that only infiltration has the potential to occur in the section of
tunnel passing through the Lake Forest Park area. Internal hydraulic
pressures in this segment will be less than external hydrostatic
pressures, thus providing an inward gradient.

Although no significant impacts are anticipated and the analyses
indicate a low potential for the conveyance system to adversely affect
the Lake Forest Park Wellfield, King County recognizes that some
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monitoring is advisable as a “just in case” precautionary measure. The
monitoring program would include baseline and construction
monitoring sufficient to provide an early warning of an adverse effect.
The monitoring program would be developed in conjunction with input
from the Lake Forest Park Water District.

Response to Comment C4-9

Please refer to the response to Comment C4-8 in this letter.

Response to Comment C4-10

The Draft EIS did not include a list of affected agencies since all
agencies that will be affected will not be known until final project
design and permit submittal. The Lake Forest Park Water District was
mistakenly listed as the Lake Forest Park Water and Sewer District on
the Distribution List in Appendix A of the Draft EIS. The reference has
been corrected; the Lake Forest Park Water District is listed on the
Distribution List in the Final EIS and will receive a copy of the Final
EIS. The City of Lake Forest Park is listed as a King County wastewater
customer in Chapter 2 of the Draft and Final EIS because it is the City,
not the Water District, which provides service to wastewater customers.

In addition, the Water District was discussed in appropriate sections of
the Draft EIS; for example, refer to Section 4.1.4.5, Groundwater, and
Table 4-4. The Water District is also discussed in appropriate sections of
the Final EIS, particularly in sections that discuss aquifers and wellhead
protection areas.

Response to Comment C4-11

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-8.

Response to Comment C4-12

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-9.

Response to Comment C4-13

Updated surface water impacts and mitigation information can be found
in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS and in the response to the City of
Kenmore, Comment C3-10.

Response to Comment C4-14

Substantial new information has been added to Chapter 7 of the Final
EIS. Please refer to the response to City of Kenmore, Comment C3-11.
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Response to Comment C4-15

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-12.

Response to Comment C4-16

The portal sites located within the City of Lake Forest Park
include Portal Siting Areas (PSAs) 7 and 45. PSA 7 is
partially within the City of Shoreline and PSA 45 is primarily
within the City of Kenmore.

PSA 7 has been designated as a primary portal for
construction of the Unocal influent tunnel. PSA 45 is now a
secondary portal; construction at these portals would occur
for ancillary purposes. A final decision on the need for
secondary portals will be made during final design. The
following scenarios may result in the use of secondary
portals: auxiliary ventilation, deep ground improvement, and
supply of backfill grout. 

Recent Level 2 portal screening that was conducted as part of
the Brightwater conveyance predesign identified candidate
sites to carry forward for further screening. These sites met
engineering needs and minimized environmental and
community impacts. The Brightwater Conveyance Predesign
Level 2 Portal Screening process is described in Chapter 2
and Appendix 2-B, Portal Screening Level 1 and 2
Documentation, of the Final EIS.

Of the final list of candidate sites, none of the candidate sites
for PSA 7 are located within the City of Lake Forest Park.
Two candidate parcels for PSA 45 are located in the Single
Family Residential zone.

The exact location of portal facilities would be determined
once a final Brightwater System Alternative is selected. If a
candidate site within the City of Lake Forest Park were
selected, King County would coordinate with the affected
property owners and the City to determine the ultimate
location of facilities on the site.
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Response to Comment C4-17

Updated impacts and mitigation information can be found in the Final
EIS. Please refer to Chapters 5, 10, and 12 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C4-18

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-16.

Response to Comment C4-19

Local wastewater agencies collect wastewater from homes and
businesses and contract with King County to convey and treat the
wastewater at one of our regional treatment plants. The decision
regarding where and when to build or extend service lines rests with the
local wastewater districts and agencies. These decisions are based on
local land use decisions and are outside of King County’s jurisdiction.
Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5,
regarding mitigation suggestions.

Response to Comment C4-20

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-16.

Response to Comment C4-21

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology and the City of Bothell, Comments W5-8 and C2-9
respectively, for description of mitigation for protection of groundwater,
streams, and wetlands. Please refer to response to Comment C3-9 in this
letter, for a description of the utilization of a local storm conveyance
system.

Response to Comment C4-22

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5,
regarding mitigation suggestions.

Response to Comment C4-23

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under SEPA and
therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS. “SEPA contemplates
that the general welfare, social, economic and other requirements and
essential considerations of state policy will be taken into account in

weighing and balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The
EIS is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible effects
and considerations of a decision or to contain the balancing judgments
that must ultimately be made by the decision makers” (WAC 197-11-
448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with affected
jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation strategies and
solutions to the construction and operational impacts. As part of the
overall decision process, King County is revising the cost estimates
(dated November 2002) for the Brightwater alternatives; the revised
estimates will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571.

Response to Comment C4-24

A review of recent data from King County’s Buildable Lands
Evaluation Report (King County, 2002), indicates that the City of Lake
Forest Park has adequate land capacity to meet its year 2012 housing
target with a surplus capacity for 198 units over its target (King County,
2002). 

The portal sites located within the City of Lake Forest Park include
portal siting areas (PSAs) 7, 10, and 45. PSA 10 is located entirely
within the City of Lake Forest Park while PSA 7 is partially within the
City of Shoreline and PSA 45 is primarily within the City of Kenmore.
PSA 7 has been designated as a primary portal for construction of the
Unocal system. PSAs 10 and 45 are now secondary portals; PSA 10 is a
secondary portal for the Unocal System and PSA 45 would be for the
Route 9 – 195th Street systems, respectively, meaning construction is not
anticipated to be required at these PSAs. A final decision on the need for
secondary portals will be made during final design. The following that
may result in the use of secondary portals: auxiliary ventilation, deep
ground improvement, and supply of backfill grout. Recent Level 2
portal screening that was conducted as part of the Brightwater
conveyance predesign identified candidate sites to carry forward for
further screening. These sites met engineering needs and minimized
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environmental and community impacts. The Brightwater Conveyance
Predesign Level 2 Portal Screening process is described in Chapter 2
and Appendix 2-B, Portal Screening Level 1 and 2 Documentation, of
the Final EIS.

Of the final list of candidate sites, none of the candidate sites for PSA 7
are located within the City of Lake Forest Park. For PSA 10, one of the
candidate sites is located within the City’s Mixed Use Town Center
zone and three are located within the Single Family Residential zone.
Two candidate parcels for PSA 45 are located in the Single Family
Residential zone. If a candidate site within the Single Family
Residential zone were selected, construction would result in the removal
of approximately two acres from the City’s residential land capacity.
Using the average density of 2.8 dwelling units per acre as indicated in
King County’s Buildable Lands Evaluation Report, this would reduce
the City’s overall housing capacity by approximately six dwelling units.
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Response to Comment C4-25

After a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions on mitigation strategies and solutions to
Brightwater construction and operational impacts.

Response to Comment C4-26

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-22.

Response to Comment C4-27

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-25.

Response to Comment C4-28

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-26, for more information on King County’s
public art fund.

Response to Comment C4-29

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5, regarding mitigation suggestions.

Response to Comment C4-30

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5, regarding mitigation suggestions.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS City of Lake Forest Park (C4)

Brightwater Final EIS 518

Response to Comment C4-31

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment C4-32

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-37.

Response to Comment C4-33

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-38.

Response to Comment C4-34

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comments C3-39.
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Response to Comment C4-35

Chapter 4 of the Final EIS now provides a discussion of how
the various locally based critical area ordinances (CAOs)
have been referenced in order to identify documented
geologic hazards in the various Brightwater System
Alternatives. Some local jurisdictions defer to either
Snohomish or King County CAOs, while other local
jurisdictions have promulgated and are using their own
CAOs. For consistency and uniformity in evaluating the
alternatives for this Final EIS, the Snohomish and King
County CAO references have been the primary ones used.
During the permitting phases of the Brightwater System,
local-specific CAOs, if different than either King or
Snohomish County’s, will be used as applicable and
appropriate. Also, Chapter 4 provides definitions for the low,
medium, and high levels of landslide hazards designations.

Response to Comment C4-36

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-41.

Response to Comment C4-37

Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS
includes figures showing the Lake Forest Park wellhead
protection area and includes two new approximately north-
south cross sections showing inferred subsurface conditions
in the area. Appendix 6-B also provides a quantitative
analysis of impacts to groundwater from the proposed
conveyance system. Please also refer to the response to
Comment C4-8 in this letter.

Response to Comment C4-38

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-43.
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Response to Comment C4-39

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-44.

Response to Comment C4-40

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-45.

Response to Comment C4-41

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-46.
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Response to Comment C4-42

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore, C3-47.

Response to Comment C4-43

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-48.

Response to Comment C4-44

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-12.

Response to Comment C4-45

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-50.

Response to Comment C4-46

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-51.

Response to Comment C4-47

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-52.

Response to Comment C4-48

King County conducted a survey of historic buildings and
structures in 1977 and 1978 that included Kenmore. In 1994,
the Washington State Department of Transportation
sponsored a study of transportation-related historic resources
along Bothell Way in Kenmore. King County has also
conducted a survey of portals within Kenmore for the
Brightwater EIS and identified one building within Portal
Siting Area 45 in the Draft EIS that may be eligible for listing
in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the
Washington Heritage Register (WHR), and/or the King
County Landmarks List (KCLL). However, this building is
not within the present alternative portal sites within Portal
Siting Area 45. King County also conducted additional
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inventory and evaluation of historic buildings in support of the Final
EIS. A cluster of buildings, known as the Twin Creeks Riding Stable,
was identified in Portal Siting Area 44, and was recommended to be not
eligible for listing in the NRHP, WHR, or KCLL by the King County
Historic Preservation Program. Further discussion of the Twin Creeks
Riding Stable is in Appendix 15-A, Cultural Resources: Historic
Buildings and Structures, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment C4-49

Without knowing what specific “existing conditions
information” is being referred to in this comment, it is
difficult to respond with any specificity.

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a reasonably
thorough discussion of the probable significant adverse
environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation measures
for those identified impacts. The Draft EIS was issued at a
point in time when a certain level of information was known
relating to the probable significant adverse impacts of the
proposal and possible ways to reasonably mitigate those
impacts. In areas where there was uncertainty in relation to
impacts in one respect or another, the Draft EIS presented,
consistent with SEPA Guidelines, a worst-case analysis of
impacts. The Draft EIS also indicated that ongoing analysis
was under way and that additional information would be
forthcoming in the Final EIS and otherwise. The purpose of a
Final EIS is to respond to comments on the Draft EIS and,
where appropriate, to provide additional or revised
information and analysis relating to probable significant
impacts of the proposal and reasonable mitigation measures.
Since issuance of the Draft EIS in late 2002, considerable
additional analysis has been conducted, as is the case on any
large project, to further define and develop the proposal and
to respond to Draft EIS comments. A number of the details
requested in various comments in this letter relate to either
information that does not involve probable significant
adverse environmental impacts or information that is
important prior to issuance of actual permits but may not be
essential to include in an EIS. Additional analysis that has
been conducted that relates to probable significant adverse
impacts that will not be mitigated or regulated into non-
significance is included as part of the Final EIS analysis. 
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Response to Comment C4-50

Generally, portals would be located within the portal siting areas
designated in the Draft EIS. In a few cases where local agencies or
landowners requested the consideration of other sites, those sites were
also evaluated in the portal site screening and selection process for the
Final EIS. In other cases, some portion of parcels identified and
evaluated as candidate portal sites in the Final EIS may extend slightly
outside of a designated portal siting area.

Candidate portal sites will continue to be evaluated after the Final EIS is
issued. A final portal location will be selected as conveyance design
continues once an alternative system is chosen.

Response to Comment C4-51

Please refer to the response to Comment C4-8 in this letter, and the
response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-56.

Response to Comment C4-52

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore, Comments C3-12
and C3-57.

Response to Comment C4-53

For an updated comparison of project alternatives, please refer to
Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-B, Project Description: Conveyance, of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment C4-54

Please refer to the response to Comment C4-23 in this letter for
information on cost and economic issues.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS City of Lake Forest Park (C4)

Brightwater Final EIS 526



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS City of Lake Forest Park (C4)

Brightwater Final EIS 527

Response to Comment C4-55

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-60.

Response to Comment C4-56

Thank you for your comment. The text in Chapter 4 of the
Final EIS has been corrected.

Response to Comment C4-57

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-62.

Response to Comment C4-58

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-63.

Response to Comment C4-59

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-64.

Response to Comment C4-60

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-65.

Response to Comment C4-61

Grouting ahead of the tunnel boring machine is one method
that would be available to the tunneling contractor to control
groundwater seepage. Please refer to the response to the City
of Kenmore, Comment C3-45, for additional information.

Response to Comment C4-62

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-67.

Response to Comment C4-63

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-68.
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Response to Comment C4-64

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-69.

Response to Comment C4-65

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-70.
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Response to Comment C4-66

Please refer to the responses to Comment C4-8 in this letter,
and the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-71.

Response to Comment C4-67

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-72.

Response to Comment C4-68

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-73.

Response to Comment C4-69

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-74.

Response to Comment C4-70

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-75.

Response to Comment C4-71

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-76.

Response to Comment C4-72

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-46.

Response to Comment C4-73

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-78.

Response to Comment C4-74

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-79.
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Response to Comment C4-75

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-78.
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Response to Comment C4-76

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-81.

Response to Comment C4-77

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-78.

Response to Comment C4-78

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-83.

Response to Comment C4-79

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-84.

Response to Comment C4-80

Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comments O14-18 and O14-20, as well as the response to the
City of Kenmore, Comment C3-85.

Response to Comment C4-81

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-86.

Response to Comment C4-82

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-87.

Response to Comment C4-83

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-88.

Response to Comment C4-84

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-89.
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Response to Comment C4-85

For Brightwater, an emergency response procedure has been established
and is discussed in the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-
84. The preferred location of an emergency overflow is Puget Sound.
For information regarding past overflows, please refer to the response to
the Washington State Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-
117. For information regarding an existing manual that discusses
emergency overflow, please refer to the response to the Washington
State Department of Ecology, Comment W5-35.

Response to Comment C4-86

Please refer to the response to Comment C4-85 in this letter.

Response to Comment C4-87

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-75,
for a discussion of proposed baseline monitoring, the response to the
City of Bothell, Comment C2-9, for a discussion of construction
monitoring, and the response to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-148, for a discussion of mitigation.
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Response to Comment C4-88

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a discussion of
the probable significant adverse environmental impacts and
the reasonable mitigation measures for these identified
impacts beyond that characterized in this comment.
Additional analysis that has been conducted and that relates
to probable significant adverse environmental impacts to
sensitive areas and habitat areas that will not be mitigated or
regulated to a level of insignificance is included in Chapter 7
of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C4-89

Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS text has been
revised to correct for typos.

Response to Comment C4-90

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-94.

Response to Comment C4-91

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-95.

Response to Comment C4-92

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comments C3-25 and C3-96.

Response to Comment C4-93

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-97.

Response to Comment C4-94

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment C4-95

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-99.
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Response to Comment C4-96

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-100.

Response to Comment C4-97

King County will comply with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services and
NOAA Fisheries requirements regarding protection of endangered
species. Please refer to Chapter 7 of the Final EIS for more information
on how impacts to plants and animals will be mitigated.
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Response to Comment C4-98

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-102.

Response to Comment C4-99

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-103. 

Response to Comment C4-100

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-104.

Response to Comment C4-101

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-105.

Response to Comment C4-102

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-120, and the
response to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-77.

Response to Comment C4-103

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-107.

Response to Comment C4-104

Thank you for your comment. The text of the Final EIS has
been revised to correct for typos.

Response to Comment C4-105

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-35.
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Response to Comment C4-106

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-110.

Response to Comment C4-107

Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIS that discusses the
potential for encountering contaminated soil and
groundwater, and potential mitigation options.

Response to Comment C4-108

For information on the odor prevention program and the
monitoring that would be performed on the odor control
system, please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Transportation, Comment W2-5. Additional
information about the wastewater treatment process and the
odor control technology selected is provided in Appendix 5-
A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C4-109

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-12.

Response to Comment C4-110

Public facilities are shown on Figures 17-1, 17-2, and 17-3 in
Chapter 17 of the Draft EIS. A number of the graphics in
Chapter 17 of the Final EIS have been revised to provide
more clarity.

Response to Comment C4-111

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-115.

Response to Comment C4-112

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-116.
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Response to Comment C4-113

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-117.
In addition it should be noted that Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS includes a complete discussion on
proposed groundwater control methods at portal locations, and
Appendix 6-F, Groundwater and Stormwater Management at the
Candidate Portal Sites, of the Final EIS addresses handling of
groundwater removed from the portals.

Response to Comment C4-114

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-68.
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Response to Comment C4-115

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-12.

Response to Comment C4-116

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-120.

Response to Comment C4-117

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-121.

Response to Comment C4-118

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-122.

Response to Comment C4-119

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-123.
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Response to Comment C4-120

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-124.

Response to Comment C4-121

Thank you for your comment. The text in the Final EIS has
been revised.

Response to Comment C4-122

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment C4-123

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-127.

Response to Comment C4-124

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment C4-125

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-129.
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Response to Comment C4-126

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-130.

Response to Comment C4-127

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-131.

Response to Comment C4-128

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-132.

Response to Comment C4-129

The text has been corrected in the Final EIS to read: “King
County would develop construction traffic plans in
accordance with local permitting requirements including
street use permits that minimize impacts to local
businesses.”
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Response to Comment C4-130

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-166.

Response to Comment C4-131

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment C4-132

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-136.
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Response to Comment C4-133

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-137.

Response to Comment C4-134

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment C4-135

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-139.

Response to Comment C4-136

Chapter 14 of the Final EIS has been revised to indicate that
Bruggers Bog Park is within the City of Shoreline.
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Response to Comment C4-137

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-141.

Response to Comment C4-138

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-123.

Response to Comment C4-139

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-143.

Response to Comment C4-140

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-144.

Response to Comment C4-141

Acquisition of any portal site property involve a written
offer of “just compensation” from the King County
Wastewater Treatment Division (WTD) to the property
owner. The value is determined based on fair market value
by an independent real estate appraiser. Each appraisal
report is also reviewed by an independent review
appraiser to assure that appraisal standards are met. The
property owner is given the opportunity to consider and
respond to the offer. Once an agreement is reached, the
purchase and sale agreements are signed; the property
owner is paid when ownership transfers to King County at
the close of escrow.

Along the conveyance alignment where King County will
be using deep tunneling machines, surface property
impacts would be minimal.  Nonetheless, King County
will be obtaining underground easements.  For properties
directly above where the tunnel would be located,
property owners would receive an offer of “just
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compensation” from WTD for the determined impacts. The subsurface
value is determined by an independent real estate appraiser and is also
reviewed by an independent review appraiser. Once an agreement is
reached, legal documents (which detail the rights and responsibilities of
both parties) are drafted, reviewed, signed, and recorded.  After
completion, the property owner is paid accordingly. Please refer to the
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies
Act of 1970 and the King County Property Acquisition and Relocation
Web site at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm for more
information.

http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm
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Response to Comment C4-142

Please refer to the response to Comment C4-48 in this letter.

Response to Comment C4-143

Chapter 15 of the Final EIS has been revised. The 12
properties referenced do not include any additional structures,
other than buildings.

Response to Comment C4-144

Thank you for your comment. Each of the eight buildings
referenced is in Bothell.

Response to Comment C4-145

Thank you for your comment. Deletion of “probably” from
text would make the statement inaccurate.

Response to Comment C4-146

Please refer to the response to Comment C4-48 in this letter.

Response to Comment C4-147

Chapter 15 of the Final EIS has been revised. The statements
do not contradict; however, the text has been revised to
clarify the intent of the statement, and to make distinctions
between influent and effluent portions of the conveyance
alternatives.

Response to Comment C4-148

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment C4-149

King County and the Washington State Department of
Transportation have conducted historic building surveys in
Kenmore as described in the response to Comment C4-48 in
this letter. King County and Lake Forest Park conducted
historic building surveys in Lake Forest Park in 1977-78
and 1996, respectively. Previous survey efforts were
supplemented through inventory and evaluation of portal
siting areas and treatment plant sites in support of the Final
EIS. The inventory of historic buildings in support of the
Final EIS identified a cluster of buildings, known as the
Twin Creeks Riding Stable, in Portal Siting Area 44. The
King County Historic Preservation Program  recommended
the Twin Creeks Riding Stable to be ineligible for listing in
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP),
Washington Heritage Register (WHR), or King County
Landmarks List (KCLL). Further discussion of the Twin
Creeks Riding Stable is included in Appendix 15-A,
Cultural Resources: Historic Buildings and Structures, of
the Final EIS.

Studies conducted for the Final EIS and archaeological
fieldwork conducted during the design and predesign phase
have provided data for development of treatment and
monitoring plans and a programmatic agreement.

High probability areas for archaeological resources have
been based on conclusions presented in tables in Chapter 15
of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C4-150

Prior to demolition of structures on treatment plant or
candidate portal sites, a licensed abatement company would
remove any materials containing asbestos or lead in
accordance with Washington Industrial Safety and Health
Act (WISHA) requirements. Disposal of hazardous
materials would be at licensed sites and would be
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thoroughly documented. Abatement activities are expected to be
minimal and would be completed by small crews of certified workers as
needed. No significant site impacts are anticipated during abatement
activities. Please refer to Appendix 3-G, Construction Approach and
Schedule, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C4-151

Please refer to the response to Comment C4-48 in this letter.
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Response to Comment C4-152

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-156.

Response to Comment C4-153

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-157.

Response to Comment C4-154

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-158.
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Response to Comment C4-155

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-159.

Response to Comment C4-156

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-160.
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Response to Comment G1-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment G1-2

Please refer to the responses to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-7, and to Ceis, Comment I301-1.

Response to Comment G1-3

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.
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Response to Comment C1-1

King County agrees that it is important for citizens to
understand the ramifications of the No Action Alternative
with regard to the Brightwater project. As you have pointed
out, the Draft EIS summary focused primarily on the action
alternatives, the Draft EIS itself did address the impacts of
the No Action Alternative. 

Response to Comment C1-2

A Draft EIS was sent to the following members of WRIA 8:
Geoff Clayton and Dave Gosset (Snohomish County Council
member). Please note that the influent conveyance route for
the Route 9 System alternatives has been revised and no
longer includes Portal Siting Area 10 in Lake Forest Park.
Please refer to the revised project description in Chapter 3 of
the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment C11-1

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a discussion of
the probable significant adverse environmental impacts and
reasonable mitigation measures for those identified impacts
for all of the alternatives beyond that referenced in this
comment. The Brightwater proposal involves several
facilities and significant complexity. The Draft EIS was
issued at a point in time when a certain level of information
was known relating to the probable significant adverse
impacts of the proposal and possible ways to reasonably
mitigate those impacts. In areas where there was uncertainty
regarding the impacts, the Draft EIS presented, consistent
with SEPA Guidelines, a worst-case analysis of impacts. In
other areas the Draft EIS indicated that ongoing analysis was
underway and that additional information would be
forthcoming. Since issuance of the Draft EIS in late 2002,
considerable additional analysis has been conducted, as is the
case on any large project, to further define and develop the
proposal and respond to Draft EIS comments. Additional
analysis relating to probable significant adverse
environmental impacts is included as part of the Final EIS
analysis.

Response to Comment C11-2

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-5.

Response to Comment C11-3

If the plant is built at either the Route 9 or Unocal site,
provision will be made to allow the use of reclaimed water by
potential users. Please refer to the discussion of potential
reclaimed water projects presented in Appendix 3-D,
Reclaimed Water Technology Review and Evaluation of
Potential Water Reuse Opportunities, of the Final EIS. Please
refer to the response to the Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services, Comment S3-7.
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Response to Comment C11-4

Thank you for stating your preference.
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Response to Comment C11-5

The Draft EIS does identify, for each element of the
environment evaluated in the Draft EIS, probable significant
adverse environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation
measures. In response to comments calling for additional
specificity, the Final EIS provides substantially more detail in
the discussion of a wide range of reasonable mitigation
measures.

WAC 197-11-448(1) notes that:

... the environmental impact statement is not required to
evaluate and document all of the possible effects and
considerations of a decision or to contain the balancing
judgments that must ultimately be made by the decision
makers. Rather, the environmental impact statement analyzes
environmental impacts…

City revenues were not an element discussed in the Draft EIS
and will not be addressed as part of the Final EIS as it is not
an environmental impact. Nonetheless, King County will
work with local jurisdiction, as applicable, during the
permitting process.

Response to Comment C11-6

Due to the extensive scope and scale of the Brightwater
alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS, the process of
collecting and analyzing information about potential
environmental impacts and proposed measures designed to
mitigate significant adverse environmental impacts did begin
prior to the formal scoping process. This is the usual practice
for such large projects where many of the potential
environmental impacts are known prior to soliciting scoping
comments from agencies and the public and the additional
time for study is beneficial to the SEPA process. All scoping
comments were reviewed and considered in preparation of
the Draft EIS, including those that raised new issues.
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The level of detailed information about significant adverse
environmental impacts that may occur as a result of implementing the
Brightwater proposal and the mitigation that is proposed is appropriate
for a SEPA analysis. After an alternative is selected following issuance
of the Final EIS, more detailed information will be developed in
conjunction with host jurisdictions about the specific proposal, its
impacts, and mitigation; and this will be the subject of multiple
permitting processes. Please also refer to the responses to the Upper
Bear Creek Unincorporated Area Council, Comment O11-17.

Response to Comment C11-7

As required under SEPA, a decision on a Brightwater System can only
be made after the issuance of the Final EIS. For areas where information
is incomplete or unavailable, SEPA encourages a worst-case scenario
discussion in an EIS. There were several examples of this type of
discussion in the Draft EIS in accordance with WAC 197-11-080.
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Response to Comment C11-8

This EIS is, in fact, intended to serve as the SEPA basis for
all local and state permits and approvals. It is anticipated that
in most instances, local or state agencies will simply adopt
the EIS. In some circumstances, it may be that additional
SEPA review is conducted, such as issuance of an addendum.
This additional SEPA review will become part of the SEPA
record. With respect to conveyance corridors, the Final EIS
contains substantially more information and identifies
specific candidate portal sites within each portal siting area.
Impacts are disclosed for each of these, along with suitable
mitigation. Finally, King County will work collaboratively
with each jurisdiction to provide needed information and
analysis to support the permit review process.

Response to Comment C11-9

The Final EIS provides additional specificity regarding the
location and impacts of portals. Mountlake Terrace, if it is a
host jurisdiction for construction of any portals, will have
additional opportunity to comment on and discuss mitigation
measures with King County prior to its issuance of any
permits or approvals.

Response to Comment C11-10

The Final EIS provides additional specificity with respect to
both conveyance and portal location, analysis, and mitigation
measures. Following issuance of the Final EIS and the King
County Executive’s decision on a Brightwater System,
jurisdictions with regulatory authority over Brightwater
facilities will be able to conduct additional detailed
discussion with King County concerning the construction and
operation of any facilities proposed in their jurisdiction, as
part of their respective permit and approval processes.
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Response to Comment C11-11

The Final EIS provides additional specificity with respect to
the vibration impacts of portal construction. For example,
vibration impacts could potentially occur at the portals that
would be constructed using sheet piles and sheet-pile
construction is currently proposed at Portals 11 and 14 for the
Unocal Conveyance Alternative. There are no mitigation
techniques that fully reduce vibration from pile driving
operations. In areas where geological conditions permit their
use, vibratory or sonic pile drivers could be used to reduce
the vibrations associated with this activity. In addition,
earthmoving and pile driving operations could be scheduled
to avoid occurrence at the same time. The total vibration level
produced can be significantly reduced when each vibration
source operates separately. In addition, at locations near
fragile historic resources, additional measures could be
followed to ensure that no damage occurs. If Mountlake
Terrace is the host community for any portals, it will have the
opportunity to comment on and discuss mitigation measures
during permitting.

Response to Comment C11-12

The Final EIS provides substantial additional specificity with
respect to the impacts of portals discussed in the document.
Based on the Final EIS, the King County Executive will
select a final Brightwater System.

Response to Comment C11-13

A more detailed evaluation of portal construction techniques
was conducted subsequent to the publication of the Draft EIS.
This new information has been incorporated into Chapter 3 of
the Final EIS.

The specific portal locations within each portal siting area
will not be determined until after the publication of the Final
EIS and the King County Executive has selected an
alternative for construction.
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Response to Comment C11-14

Since the Draft EIS, erosion hazards for the portal areas have been
evaluated through field reconnaissance at each portal site. Chapter 4 of
the Final EIS describes the results of this evaluation. Chapter 6
describes erosion control measures that will be implemented to mitigate
erosion both during construction and operations. The range of potential
erosion impacts has been described and standard construction practices
are successfully routinely used in this region to control these typical
types of erosion possibilities. As sites are selected, more complete
information will be obtained, allowing the appropriate design to be
applied to site specific conditions. During the permitting process, this
greater level of detail will be available for review by the appropriate
jurisdictions.
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Response to Comment C11-15

Additional information on truck trips is provided in Chapter
16 of the Final EIS. Impacts to air quality are discussed in
Chapter 5 of the Final EIS and in Appendix 5-B, Odor
Analysis: Conveyance. King County will coordinate with
affected jurisdictions throughout the design process to reduce
impacts to the greatest extent possible.

Response to Comment C11-16

Additional detailed analyses of construction traffic related to
specific portal locations have been included in Chapter 16 of
the Final EIS and construction traffic routes and traffic
impacts were identified. No truck traffic would access Portal
26 from Lakeview Drive. Please refer to Appendix 16-B,
Transportation Impact: Plant Sites and Conveyance, for
greater detail.

A traffic management plan (TMP) addressing the proposed
mitigation measures for the portal construction traffic impacts
would be developed and is described further in the Final EIS.
The TMP includes specific mitigation measures that would
reduce traffic impacts along construction access routes and
on residential access streets. This plan would include
construction scheduling, hours of work, necessary
improvements to the roadway network to maintain adequate
traffic operating conditions, traffic control, and circulation
plans to ensure safety to all travel modes along the affected
roadways. King County would finalize these measures in
conjunction with the affected jurisdictions during the
construction permitting process. The TMP would also include
a plan for monitoring and restoration of streets to pre-existing
conditions, access for emergency services, and safe access for
pedestrians and bicyclists, and would control the movement
of workers, equipment, and delivery materials to minimize
the traffic impacts along project access corridors.
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Construction-related activities, such as loading and unloading, would
occur onsite and not on the transportation system.

Response to Comment C11-17

The conveyance system would be constructed by tunneling
underground, limiting surface impacts to portal sites only. During portal
and site construction, roads adjacent to construction and portal sites
would not be closed and through access would be maintained at all
times. Vehicle access to homes and businesses along 228th Street would
be maintained at all times during all construction phases of the
Brightwater project. A traffic management plan (TMP) would be
prepared with the permitting agency that would include measures for
maintaining and coordinating vehicle access.

Please refer to the response to Comment C11-16 in this letter. The
surrounding roadway network affected by the proposed Brightwater
project development would be mitigated to acceptable operating
conditions.

Response to Comment C11-18

Please refer to the response to Comment C11-16 in this letter and to
Chapter 5 for air quality impacts caused by additional vehicles and
equipment.

Response to Comment C11-19

A detailed analysis of three possible remote offsite parking locations
with shuttle bus services for Unocal site construction workers and the
resulting impacts has been included in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS. The
locations of the sites and access routes between the Unocal site and
these lots were identified. No existing park-and-ride locations were
considered for construction worker parking. Please refer to Appendix
16-B, Transportation Impact: Plant Sites and Conveyance, for greater
detail.
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Response to Comment C11-20

The issues raised in this comment are specifically addressed
in more detail in Chapter 6 and Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C11-21

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5, for information regarding mitigation plans
and policies.

Response to Comment C11-22

Conveyance portal construction noise impacts and mitigation
are discussed in greater detail in the Final EIS. Each of the
potential portal locations is discussed with respect to existing
conditions and potential noise and vibration impacts and
proposed noise and vibration mitigation is specified for each.
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Response to Comment C11-23

The Draft EIS does identify, for each element of the
environment evaluated in the Draft EIS, reasonable
mitigation measures. In response to comments such as this
calling for additional specificity, the Final EIS provides
additional detail in the discussion of a wide range of
reasonable mitigation measures. King County will follow
applicable federal and state laws and King County policies
and procedures in acquiring property for the project. This
includes offering fair market value as determined by an
independent third-party certified appraiser for all property
acquired for the Brightwater project. Please refer to the
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and the King County
Property Acquisition and Relocation Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm for more
information.

Some aspects of the mitigation suggested by this comment
may constitute an unlawful gift of public funds depending
upon the particular circumstances.

Response to Comment C11-24

The referenced tables have been corrected in Chapter 11 of
the Final EIS. Additional text on the City of Mountlake
Terrace’s comprehensive plan policies and zoning regulations
related to the siting of Brightwater has also been included in
and Appendix 11-A, Land Use Plans and Policies:
Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment System, of the
Final EIS.

The majority of Portal Siting Area (PSA) 30 is located within
the City of Brier; however, a small portion is located within
the City of Mountlake Terrace. PSA 27 is located within the
Cities of Mountlake Terrace, Shoreline and Edmonds and
PSA 5 is located within the Mountlake Terrace and
Shoreline. PSA 5 has been designated as a primary portal for
construction. PSAs 27 and 30 have been designated as
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secondary portal sites, meaning construction is not anticipated to be
required at these locations. However, this may change due to the
relatively long length of the tunnels. A final decision on the need for
secondary portals will be made during final design. The following
scenarios may result in the use of secondary portals: auxiliary
ventilation, deep ground improvement, and supply of backfill grout.

Portal screening that was conducted as part of the Brightwater
Conveyance Predesign identified candidate sites to carry forward for
further screening. These sites met engineering needs and minimized
environmental and community impacts. The Brightwater Conveyance
Predesign Level 2 Portal Screening process is described in Chapter 2
and Appendix 2-B, Portal Screening Level 1 and 2 Documentation, of
the Final EIS.

Of the final list of portal sites, only one of the sites located within PSA
27 is located within the City of Mountlake Terrace. None of the
candidate sites for PSA 5 or PSA 30 are within the City. The candidate
site in PSA 27 is currently vacant and is designated Recreation and Park
District on the City’s zoning map. Public utility facilities are permitted
as a conditional use within the Recreation and Park District and are
subject to review and approval by City Council (Ord. 2074 §
19.75.070(F), 1995). Please refer to the Impacts and Mitigation section
of Chapter 11 for a discussion of impacts and mitigation associated with
these portal siting areas.

Response to Comment C11-25

Please refer to the response to Comment C11-24 in this letter.

Response to Comment C11-26

Please refer to the response to Comment C11-24 in this letter.

Response to Comment C11-27

Impacts to parking associated with portal construction are described in
Chapter 16 of the Final EIS. King County will work with the City of
Mountlake Terrace and affected property owners within the Gateway
Place development to ensure that adequate parking is maintained. Please
refer to the response to Comment C11-19 in this letter.
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Response to Comment C11-28

After a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. However, increases or decreases in
business revenues, tax revenues, and property values are not
environmental impacts as defined by SEPA (WAC 197-11)
and were not addressed in the EIS.

Response to Comment C11-29

Review of portal screening information indicates that no
candidate sites are located within the City of Mountlake
Terrace’s residential zone. Please refer to the response to
Comment C11-24 in this letter.

Response to Comment C11-30

Portal screening that was conducted as part of the
Brightwater Conveyance Predesign identified candidate sites
to carry forward for further screening. Review of this
information indicates that the Department of Defense
Communications property is not included as a primary or
secondary portal site.

Response to Comment C11-31

Portal 27 has been identified as a secondary portal for the
Route 9-195th Street System. As a secondary portal,
construction is not anticipated to be required. Please refer to
the response to Comment C11-24 in this letter.

Response to Comment C11-32

Please refer to the response to Comment C11-29 in this letter.

Response to Comment C11-33

Please refer to the response to Comment C11-29 in this letter.
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Response to Comment C11-34

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-B, Project
Description: Conveyance, of the Final EIS for a description
of proposed primary and secondary portal locations.
Additional detail on transportation impacts associated with
portal construction is included in Chapter 16 and Appendix
16-B, Transportation Impact: Treatment Plant Sites and
Conveyance, of the Final EIS. Impacts will be mitigated in
accordance with applicable permitting requirements. Please
refer to the response to Comment C11-16 in this letter.

Response to Comment C11-35

After a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts.

Prior to the host jurisdiction granting appropriate permits for
construction to begin, King County and the jurisdiction
would be able to identify possible construction-related
impacts, and determine what requirements King County
would be expected to fulfill prior to construction, during
construction, and after work is completed.

However, increases or decreases in business revenues, tax
revenues and property values are not environmental impacts,
and are not addressed in the EIS. Before construction of
Brightwater begins, King County will work with local
jurisdictions to gain permits and will work to address
concerns associated with the construction and operation of
Brightwater facilities.

Response to Comment C11-36

Subsequent to publication of the Draft EIS, King County
conducted additional studies to address comments received.
Please refer to the revised discussions in all chapters of the
Final EIS and related appendices. The City of Mountlake
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Terrace and all other affected agencies have been notified that the Final
EIS is available.
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Response to Comment C10-1

This response summarizes the process used by King County
to project wastewater flows. The response includes an
overview of how population forecasts are used; how base
wastewater flow, average wet-weather flow, and peak flow
are determined; how wastewater flow factors are determined;
and how this information is modeled hydraulically and used
to design a wastewater system, including treatment and
conveyance components.

Population and Employment Forecasts

Population and employment forecasts are used to estimate the
wastewater flow expected to be conveyed and treated by
facilities in the wastewater service area through 2030 and at
saturation in 2050. Population and employment forecasts, and
their effect on wastewater flows, are crucial to determining
which facilities will reach capacity and when. King County
relies on population and employment information developed
by the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) through 2020.
For the decades 2030, 2040, and 2050, King County projects
population and employment based on a trend analysis of the
earlier decades. This is done to evaluate the sizing of phased
facilities because the expected life of these facilities extends
beyond the PSRC projections and the ultimate design must be
considered during the initial design. 

Puget Sound Regional Council Population and
Employment Forecasts

In the early 1990s, PSRC developed population and
employment forecasts through 2020 for four counties near
Puget Sound within the Urban Growth Area. These forecasts,
which were adopted by the PSRC in 1995, were based on the
1990 census data. During the mid-1990s, King County used
the PSRC data through 2020 and developed forecasts for the
years 2021 through 2050 by plotting population data using an
exponential growth function. These forecasts were the basis
of flow estimates presented in the 1997 Draft Regional
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Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP). Based on comments received on the
Draft RWSP, King County modified its approach and the projections.
The effect of the revision, which employed a linear trend function, was
to lower the population forecasts by approximately 9 percent in 2030. A
detailed description of this approach is given in a March 1998 technical
memorandum titled Population Forecasts, Flow and Loading
Projections Methodology Comparison by HDR Engineering, Inc.

The population forecasts modified in 1998 were the ones used to
estimate flows and capacity needs for the RWSP. The PSRC revises its
projections from time to time, and King County examines them to
determine if there are any significant changes. So far, there have not
been any significant differences in the overall numbers. 

The PSRC has recently published new projections that are based on the
2000 census. King County takes the population and employment
numbers from its service area, which includes residential, commercial,
and industrial population, and adjusts the numbers to reflect sewered
and unsewered areas over time. King County assumes that all areas
within the Urban Growth Area will be sewered per the Growth
Management Act and local comprehensive plans. At present, there are
many customers in the wastewater service area that may receive public
water service but are not served by sewers; for example, much of the
rapidly growing Sammamish Plateau is currently unsewered, but in time
it will all be sewered. King County’s wastewater projections assume the
entire wastewater service area will be sewered by 2020. This is a
significant factor that is often overlooked by analysts reviewing King
County’s flow projections. 

When the sewered population is factored into the recently available
2002 PSRC Forecast Analysis Zone (FAZ) information, we get the
projections listed in Table 1. The table compares King County’s 1998
sewered population and employment forecasts with the 2002 PSRC
forecasts that are adjusted for the sewered population. 

Table 1
Comparison of Population and Employment Forecasts

Decade

Sewered
Population 1998
King County
Projections

Sewered Population:
2002 PSRC FAZ for
King County’s
Service Area

1990 2,053,746 1,981,643
2000 2,385,578  2,380,283
2010 2,756,598  2,688,001
2020 3,129,189  3,179,354
2030 3,438,937  3,354,826
Percent change
1990–2030

67 69

* With sewered populations considered

Table 1 shows that King County’s 1998 projections of sewered
population grows by 67 percent from 1990 to 2030 compared to 69
percent for the same period using the 2002 PSRC data adjusted for
sewered population in the King County Service Area. The difference in
overall change between forecasts over the 40-year period is insignificant
with respect to the County’s flow projections. 

Design Parameters for Wastewater Systems 

Wastewater conveyance and treatment systems are designed using a
number of different parameters aimed at ensuring that the effluent
discharged from the treatment plants meets the federal and state
standards for secondary treatment. These parameters also ensure that
standards are met for preventing sanitary overflows in separated systems
and for limiting permitted overflows in combined systems. The
treatment plants are sized according to a number of different conditions
that vary, largely due to weather-related factors and treatment plant
processes. 

Treatment Plant Sizing

If treatment plants were sized to treat peak flows to the most stringent
secondary effluent limits, the plants would be much larger and more
expensive than those in operation today. Instead, jurisdictions such as
King County, negotiate a series of parameters and standards for the
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treatment plants that recognize and allow for a particular range of
operating conditions under both dry- and wet-weather conditions for
both the hydraulic and solids handling requirements. These parameters
include flow rates for average wet-weather, average dry-weather,
maximum monthly, weekly, daily, and hourly flow rates, as well as
varying BOD and TSS concentrations and loadings based on dry and
wet weather. These parameters drive the designs of each of the
processes to ensure there is adequate treatment under varying flow and
weather conditions.

Historically, King County (formerly Metro) used average wet-weather
flow (AWWF) as a summary parameter to evaluate how it is meeting
capacity limits at the treatment plants, even though there are several
parameters that must be monitored and tracked. In the 1980s, the South
Plant expansion was triggered based on reaching the average wet-
weather flow parameter. AWWF continues to be one of the design
parameters used to summarize a range of parameters that track plant
capacity.

Current NPDES permits require that King County submit a plan and
schedule for maintaining capacity to achieve permit limits when the
plant reaches 85 percent of any one of the design criteria for 3
consecutive months or when the projected capacity increases would
reach design capacity within 5 years, whichever occurs first. The design
criteria include average flow for the maximum month, influent BOD
(biochemical oxygen demand) loading for the maximum month, or
influent TSS (total suspended solids) loading for the maximum month.
King County has already met the threshold at both the South Treatment
Plant and West Point Treatment Plant. Accordingly, King County
submitted the Regional Wastewater Services Plan to comply with this
permit condition. The Washington State Department of Ecology
(Ecology) approved this plan and is monitoring its implementation.

Designs for the West Point and the South Treatment Plants are different,
because West Point includes a combined system and handles some
storm flows that do not have to meet secondary treatment requirements.
West Point is able to blend primary treated flows with secondary flows
during wet-weather events. At present, the South Treatment Plant is
allowed a smaller amount of blending. The permits and standards for

each of the treatment plants have been established through a design
review process and negotiation with Ecology. For example, West Point
is required to have secondary capacity to treat 2.25 times its AWWF;
the South Plant is required to treat 1.8 times its AWWF. The Orange
Book (Washington State’s sewage design manual) provides guidance for
designing treatment plants to meet the federal and state secondary
treatment requirements, but each of King County’s treatment plants and
subsequent upgrades has had unique design factors that have been
approved by Ecology. Design factors must not only address wastewater
quantity but also quality of the discharge. Some portions of the
treatment plant are amenable to phasing, so they are usually built in
increments to handle the hydraulic peak as the region grows.

Conveyance System Sizing

The sizing of the conveyance system is based almost solely on being
able to transport peak flows. For the County’s conveyance system, King
County proposed, and Ecology accepted, the use of a 20-year design
storm to handle peak hydraulic flows in the separated system. The
conveyance system is usually built to handle this peak flow at full
buildout unless there is a way to phase the conveyance. 

Base Sanitary Flow

Base sanitary flow is wastewater flow generated from households and
commercial and industrial businesses. Base sanitary flow projections are
combined with infiltration and inflow (I/I) components to estimate dry-
weather and wet-weather flows. Wet-weather flows and waste loadings
are compared with the design capacities of wastewater facilities to
determine when facilities will exceed their capacities, thus predicting
system constraints over the planning period.

Methodology for Base Flow

To develop base sanitary flow projections, King County combined the
population and employment forecasts by service basin with King
County sewered area maps to estimate the percent of the population
served by sewer. Per capita unit wastewater flow factors were then
applied to the sewered population estimates to generate base sanitary
flow forecasts. Base sanitary flows were generated using a spreadsheet
model developed as part of the RWSP. The model forecasts population,
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employment, and base sanitary flows by sewer basin using the PSRC
population and employment forecasts as input. 

Unit Flow Factors

Once sewered population by service basin was estimated, a per capita
unit flow factor was applied to determine base sanitary flows. There are
three unit flow factors used to estimate the base sanitary flows.

• Residential: 60 gallons of wastewater per capita per day (gpcd)
• Commercial: 35 gallons of wastewater per employee per day (gped)
• Industrial: 75 gallons of wastewater per employee per day 

The residential flow factor of 60 gpcd has been used historically by
King County, and formerly Metro, to develop both the South and West
Point systems. The industrial and commercial flow factors of 75 and 35
gped, respectively, were derived based on permitted flow for industrial
users and on modeling and measured flows at the plants for commercial
users. Using measured flows along with King County’s hydraulic
model, and the assumption that residential flows equal 60 gpcd, the
relationship between industrial and commercial flow factors was
established. 

To determine if the unit flow factors were reasonable, King County
compared the base sanitary flow estimates with dry-weather flows
measured from each treatment plant for 1990. Dry-weather flows
include base sanitary flow plus dry-weather infiltration and inflow (I/I).
The estimated flows derived from population and sewered area
compared closely with the measured flows.

When King County developed the RWSP, alternative unit flow factors
were examined by modeling wastewater unit flow factor changes as a
result of water conservation, pricing, and the plumbing and building
codes. The County’s analysis of the varying flow factors indicated that
the base sanitary flows could decrease from 10 to 18 percent using a
moderate to aggressive water conservation program. While this sounds
significant, it is important to understand that base flow is not a major
factor in the timing and sizing of a treatment plant or of its associated
conveyance system. Base flow represents less than 20 percent of the
peak 20-year storm flow, which is King County’s design standard. The
potential conservation measures resulted in peak flow reductions in

2020 from 2 to 4 percent. Peak flows at 2030 are projected to be 608
mgd in the separated portion of the system. This will not change the
timing or size of any facilities currently planned. Based on this analysis,
and the fact that water conservation benefits are uncertain because they
are not mandatory, the flow factors were not adjusted to include reliance
on water conservation.

The City of Seattle recently suggested that industrial and commercial
flow factors are significantly lower than those used by King County.
Seattle’s flow factors are based on what we believed to be the results of
water conservation efforts over the last decade that could reduce the
need for additional sewer capacity in the future. Residential
consumption predicted by Seattle remains similar to the King County
flow factor, so there is no adjustment warranted for residential. Seattle’s
proposed flow factor for 54 gpcd is similar to the 10 percent base flow
reduction analysis discussed above. The corresponding 2 percent
reduction in peak flow is small enough that it is not recognized within
the accuracy of the actual monitoring. Additionally, this potential
reduction of 2 percent of the peak flow is not enough to risk
underbuilding any wastewater facilities unless they can be cost
effectively phased. Flow information from the County’s treatment plants
indicates that water conservation is not having a significant effect on
wastewater flows. This is probably because much of the conservation
taking place is in outdoor water use, such as reduced lawn watering or
car washing, which is water that usually does not reach the sewer
system. The volumes of the potential commercial sector reductions are
so small that we cannot see them in the volumes handled by the
wastewater system.

King County agrees that there is a reduction of water use in the
industrial sector, though more work needs to be done to refine the
industrial flow factor. However, it is important to note that any
reductions in estimated industrial flow will occur primarily in the
southern portions of the service area and will not benefit the north
service area where King County is reaching hydraulic capacity most
quickly. Even so, our estimates show that using a 50 gpd flow factor, we
would only see a 4 mgd reduction in base flows and average wet-
weather flows, systemwide.
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While King County is interested in further evaluating these factors, the
projected water conservation benefits do not warrant any adjustment in
treatment or conveyance sizing.

Average Wet-Weather Flow, Peak Flow, and Solids Loading
Methodology for Average Wet-Weather Flow

King County derives AWWF for the base planning year of 1990 by
measuring flow at the treatment plants over several years and adjusting
these flows using rainfall data to reflect an average wet period during
historical conditions. This approach is unique to King County but has
been approved by Ecology. The South Treatment Plant Service Area
collection system is a separated system, and its AWWF definition is the
average of all flows during the months of November through April (6
months). For the West Point collection system, which has combined
systems, the AWWF is defined as the average of all non-storm flows
during the months of November through April. The projections for
AWWF for the entire system are shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1
Estimated Flows and Capacity Needs
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Figure 1 shows the historical AWWF compared to the projected AWWF for the King County System. One observation from the figure is that the
measured flow is well below the projected flow for the years 1987-88, 1992-94, and 2000-01. This is because these years are generally described as
drought years in the Puget Sound region. In years when the rainfall has been about normal or above normal (1981–82, 1984, 1986–87, 1997, and 1991),
the measured AWWF at the treatment plants is very close to the projected AWWF. Figure 1 also shows that in 2013 the projected AWWF will reach the
system capacity of 248 mgd. In terms of the individual treatment plants, the West Point Treatment Plant will have some capacity beyond 2010, and the
South Treatment Plant may reach capacity before 2010, as shown in Figures 2 and 3, respectively. 
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Figure 2
West Point Projected and Actual 
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Figure 2 shows that while West Point does have additional capacity beyond 2010, there is insufficient conveyance capacity to get the flows to West Point
because of limitations in the Kenmore Interceptor, as well as insufficient digester capacity to handle the additional solids. 
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Figure 3
South Plant Projected and Actual 
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Figure 3 shows that the measured AWWF at the South Treatment Plant has increased rapidly during the 1990s toward the plant’s capacity of 115 mgd in
2010. And apart from a dry year and flow transfers in 2001, the measured flows were on track to reach the plant’s capacity even sooner. 
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 Methodology for Peak Flow

Peak flows were projected starting with 1990 as the base year using King County’s hydrologic and hydraulic routing models. The models use various
inputs in addition to base sanitary flow estimates and sewered area estimates, and the model was calibrated for 12 sub-areas making up the entire service
area. The model simulates flow, including I/I, during dry weather and storm events. Forty-three years of rainfall data was also run through the model to
estimate 20-year peak flow in each sub-basin. Future peak flows are projected using population, sewered area, existing I/I responses, and a degradation
factor for increases in I/I.

The north service area continues to be a major constriction in the system. Based on model results done in 1998, King County estimates that the Kenmore
Interceptor (a.k.a. Lake Line) and upstream storage and flow transfers to Edmonds will reach capacity no later than 2010. This assumption is supported
by recent checks against the model, comparing our 1998 modeled peak flows for basins discharging to the Lake Line for the year 2000 against updated
flows modeled using actual rainfall data from the 2001–2002 wet season. The results shown in Table 2 confirm that our original estimates are still valid.

Table 2
Comparison of Previous and Current Flow Estimates to the Kenmore Interceptor

Basin Original Year 2000

20-year Peak (mgd)a
Updated Year 2000

20-year Peak (mgd)b

Swamp Creek - Snohomish County 9.6 7.1
Swamp Creek - King County 1.7 1.7
Kenmore Section 5 plus Bothell 5.8 8.8
Inglewood 2.6 3.6
Lake Forest Park - Snohomish & King Co. 5.4 5.4
Lyon Creek - Snohomish Co. 0.7 1.7d
McAleer & Lyon 6.2 6.2
Lake Ballinger Pump Station 16 14
Total 48 48.5

a Modeled flow in 1998 b Modeled flow using measured rainfall from the 2001–2002 wet season
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Methodology for Solids Loading

Estimates for solids are developed by applying unit loading factors to
the population and employment forecasts. Biological oxygen demand
and total suspended solids are measured daily so there is regular data to
be used to estimate future solids loading. Actual solids volumes that
leave the plants as biosolids are also measured and used to “back
calculate” in-plant facility needs.

Solids handling is also a critical factor in determining the timing for new
treatment plant facilities. Current projections show that the South Plant
will reach its solids handling capacity at 2010 and West Point is already
at or near its solids capacity. During the RWSP, we expected West Point
to have enough solids capacity to last through 2030 and match its
hydraulic capacity at 133 mgd AWWF. Problems with the digester and
solids handling facilities are leading us to believe that we have matched

the capacity now. Evaluations are being done now to determine if minor
modifications will enable the capacity to last through 2010 when
Brightwater is online.

Summary

All indicators used to project conveyance and treatment plant capacity
indicate that King County is running out of capacity.

• King County will exceed capacity in the north end conveyance and
storage no later than 2010.

• King County may be out of capacity at the South Plant sooner than
2010. 

• King County are already at the limit of capacity in solids handling
for West Point. 

In late 1999, the King County Council adopted a plan to build a new
treatment plant in the north end by 2010. This decision occurred after
lengthy debate over whether to maximize the existing two-plant system
by expanding the West Point and South Treatment Plants in 2010. The
consequences of delaying new capacity or downsizing our facilities
based on uncertain projections or inadequate temporary facilities are
unacceptable for public health, the environment, and the economy.
Replacing or delaying new facilities by constructing interim storage
facilities or alternative technologies for solids have very short-term
benefits compared to their costs.
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Response to Comment C10-2

Please refer to the response to Comment C10-1 in this letter.
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Response to Comment C10-3

Please refer to the response to Comment C10-1 in this letter.
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Response to Comment C6-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment C6-2

Portal 22 has now been identified as a secondary portal.
Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for an updated
project description.

Response to Comment C6-3

Updated conveyance and portal information is available in
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C6-4

King County recognizes that impacts to critical areas and
populated areas are a concern for all communities. These
concerns have been included in the candidate portal
screening process for each portal siting area. The process is
described in the Final EIS, Appendices 2-B, Portal
Screening Level 1 and 2 Documentation, and 2-C, Portal 19
Screening Level 3 Documentation. The candidate portal
sites are included in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C6-5

SEPA requires a discussion of measures to mitigate
significant adverse environmental impacts identified in the
EIS. In the Final EIS, King County has identified proposed
and potential mitigation measures. Once a final decision is
made on the location for the Brightwater System, King
County will work directly with affected jurisdictions and
permitting agencies on mitigation strategies and solutions to
Brightwater construction and operational impacts.

Ordinance 13680, adopting the Regional Wastewater
Services Plan, establishes environmental mitigation policies
to guide King County in working with communities to
develop mitigation measures for environmental impacts
from the construction and operation of wastewater facilities.
This ordinance is available on King County’s Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/rwsp/documents/13680.pdf. 
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Response to Comment C6-6

The Draft EIS identified, for each element of the environment evaluated,
reasonable mitigation measures. In response to comments, such as this
comment calling for additional specificity, the Final EIS provides
additional detail in the discussion of a wide range of reasonable
mitigation measures. Under SEPA, the required level of mitigation
measures detail is described in WAC 197-11-440(6)(c)(iv). King
County will follow applicable federal and state laws and King County
policies and procedures for acquiring property for the project. These
provisions specify that King County provide just compensation based on
fair market value for property purchase and easement acquisition, as
well as relocation assistance where eligibility is established. Please refer
to the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policies Act of 1970 and the King County Property Acquisition and
Relocation Web site at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm
for more information. Some aspects of the mitigation suggested by this
comment may constitute an unlawful gift of public funds depending on
the particular circumstances.
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Response to Comment C6-7

Please refer to the response to Comment C6-5 in this letter for
information on mitigation suggestions, plans, and policies. 

Monitoring programs during construction and operation are
discussed throughout the Final EIS. Surface water,
groundwater, and marine water monitoring programs are
detailed in Chapter 6, plants, animals, and wetlands are in
Chapter 7, air is in Chapter 5, and environmental health
programs are in Chapter 9. These monitoring programs will be
developed in compliance with all applicable federal, state, and
local requirements, and will be defined in the permitting
process.

Public involvement has been, and continues to be, an important
part of the project. King County will continue to consult with
local residents and jurisdictions throughout the construction
and operation of the Brightwater Treatment Plant. King County
appreciates support of an educational facility at the treatment
plant and is considering such a facility as part of a mitigation
plan.

The 1 Percent for Arts program is not a SEPA-related issue and
therefore is not addressed in the Final EIS. The King County
Cultural Development Authority’s Public Art Program,
formerly the King County Public Art Program, manages the
One Percent for Arts fund for King County. Please refer to
King County Code Chapter 4.40, for more information on King
County’s public art fund. 

King County’s goal is to construct regional wastewater
facilities that enhance the quality of life in the region and in the
local community and are not detrimental to the quality of life
in their vicinity. More information on aesthetic mitigation at
the treatment plant sites and along the conveyance routes is
detailed in Chapter 12 of the Final EIS, specifically the
Affected Environment section. 
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Response to Comment C6-8

King County has been working with and will continue to
work with the City of Shoreline when siting is completed and
design work progresses to identify and address project
impacts within the City’s jurisdiction. Specific property
issues will be discussed with the City on a case-by-case basis
as they arise.

Response to Comment C6-9

Please refer to the updated information on potential portal
locations and related impacts and mitigation measures in
Chapters 3 through 17 of the Final EIS, and the response to
Comment C6-5, in this letter, regarding mitigation
suggestions. 

Response to Comment C6-10

Please refer to the updated information on potential portal
locations and related impacts and mitigation measures in
Chapters 3 through 17 of the Final EIS, and the response to
Comment C6-5, in this letter, regarding mitigation
suggestions.
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Response to Comment C6-11

The text has been refined in the Final EIS to clarify the
information. The “force main-gravity” designation in the
Draft EIS Table 3-2 was to designate the effluent system
alternative with force mains in the tunnel from the Route 9
site to Portal 27 and then gravity flow from Portal 27 to
Portal 19.

Please note that with subsequent engineering analysis, the
Route 9 force main-gravity effluent system alternative has
since been eliminated. The Final EIS describes the gravity-
only effluent alternative for the Route 9 195th and 228th
Street System Alternatives.

Response to Comment C6-12

The paragraph was intended to list all potential equipment
that may be constructed in any of the three conveyance
system alternatives. The only new offsite pump station
proposed is for the Unocal System Alternative.

The number and location of the odor control and tunnel
access facilities had not been determined at the time of the
Draft EIS publication. Subsequent engineering work has
identified the following facilities that could be located
within the City of Shoreline:

• Route 9-195th System Portal 5 - odor control and
dechlorination facility
• Route 9-195th System Portal 19 - outfall transition
structure
• Route 9-228th System Portal 19 - outfall transition
structure
• Unocal System Portal 7 - odor control structure

These facilities are described in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C6-13

As described in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, the
dechlorination facility would be located at Portal 5 in
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Shoreline or Mountlake Terrace for the Route 9-195th Street System
Alternative and at Portal 26 in Mountlake Terrace for the Route 9-228th
Street System Alternative.

Response to Comment C6-14

Mitigation measures for the proposed conveyance system would be
coordinated with and agreed upon by both King County and the local
jurisdictions, including the City of Shoreline. Since the dechlorination
facility would be located in either the City of Kenmore (for the Route 9
- 195th Street system) or Mountlake Terrace (for the Route 9 - 228th
Street system), mitigation measures for the construction and operation
of the facility, such as siting, noise, safety, lighting, and aesthetics,
would be coordinated with those jurisdictions in accordance with
permitting authority.

Response to Comment C6-15

King County is aware of the potential for increased risks associated with
the construction and operation of any of their facilities and does take
these risks and agreed-upon mitigation into consideration during the
facility siting process. As such, siting of the dechlorination facility
would be coordinated with the either the Cities of Shoreline or
Mountlake Terrace (for the Route 9-195th Street System) or Mountlake
Terrace (for the Route 9-228th Street System). 
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Response to Comment C6-16

As described in Appendices 6-D, Permanent Stormwater
Management at the Treatment Plant Sites, and 6-F,
Groundwater and Stormwater Management at the Candidate
Portal Sites, which discuss proposed stormwater management
at treatment plant sites and portals, all stormwater would be
guided by the Washington State Department of Ecology’s
Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington
(August 2001). To the extent that any local stormwater
requirements are more stringent, King County will consider
and discuss those standards with local jurisdictions. 

Response to Comment C6-17

Information on drainage review is now provided in Appendix
6-F, Groundwater and Stormwater Management at the
Candidate Portal Sites, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C6-18

There are no known plans for additional outfalls in the region
so the cumulative impacts of Brightwater effluent include
existing (or ambient) conditions plus the Brightwater
contribution. The Phase 3 Brightwater Marine Outfall Water
Quality Investigation (Parametrix and Intertox, 2002) does
include the existing conditions of Puget Sound (including all
point and nonpoint sources of pollution) in the analysis of the
potential impact of Brightwater effluent on aquatic life. It was
assumed aquatic life could be exposed to effluent constituents
anywhere within the Sound (including the effluent plume
itself) and along the shoreline. For people, the worst-case
scenario for direct exposure (incidental ingestion and skin
contact with water and sand) was assumed to be at the
shoreline scenario. For fish ingestion, it was assumed that
people may ingest fish exposed to outfall constituents in any of
the locations. Since the outfall will discharge 1 mile offshore
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and the plume retained below 100 feet, it is unlikely that any SCUBA
divers would be exposed to the discharge. 

To evaluate the potential future impacts of the proposed outfalls,
potential impacts under existing conditions were also evaluated. A key
finding was that estimated impacts to people and aquatic life are
generally the same under both existing and future conditions.
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Response to Comment C6-19

King County is in agreement with the City of Shoreline on
management of contaminated soils. Contaminated soil will be
handled separately from other excavated soil, with either
treatment or offsite disposal in accordance with applicable
regulations. 

Response to Comment C6-20

As pointed out, not every impact can be anticipated for large
complex projects. However, the specific issues of erosion,
groundwater contamination, and groundwater depletion will
be dealt with in the design phase for the portals listed, and it
is King County’s goal to prevent any significant adverse
impacts associated with these specific elements. Please refer
to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-9, for additional details regarding
assessment of the groundwater issues.

Response to Comment C6-21

Significant additional subsurface explorations and numerical
hydrogeology analyses have been conducted as part of this
Final EIS related to the conveyance, portals, and treatment
plant sites and their potential impacts, if any, to the
groundwater regime. Please refer to the responses to the
Washington State Department of Ecology, Comments W5-9
and W5-43, for summaries of the subsurface data gathering,
numerical analyses, and effect evaluations. Appendices 4-A,
Geotechnical Data Report for Proposed Route 9 Treatment
Plant Site, and 4-B, Geotechnical Progress Report:
Conveyance, of the Final EIS includes geotechnical data
gathered for the Route 9 treatment plant site and 195th Street
conveyance route, respectively; Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, provides details on the hydrogeologic analyses.
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Response to Comment C6-22

Vibration mitigation for construction activities and facilities
operation has been expanded and discussed in greater detail
in Chapter 10 of the Final EIS. Appendices 10-A, Noise and
Vibration: Treatment Plant, and 10-B, Noise and Vibration:
Conveyance, address the potential duration of construction
activities. Maximum durations for treatment plant
construction and for conveyance construction are defined in
Appendix 3-G, Construction Approach and Schedule, of the
Final EIS. Mitigation of noise and vibration would be applied
in the facilities design phase and at the beginning of
construction. No compensable permanent noise and vibration
impacts would be expected to result from Brightwater
facilities, since levels would be mitigated to code
requirements. Temporary noise and vibration impacts due to
construction would be mitigated by practical means, as
described in Appendices 10-A and 10-B of the Final EIS.
Construction noise is exempt during daytime hours, as
defined by each jurisdiction’s codes. Non-exempt
construction noise would be mitigated to code requirements,
if construction outside of exempt times is permitted, or if a
variance is secured by the construction contractor.

Response to Comment C6-23

Mitigation of potential seismic hazards at Portals 5 and 7 is
now discussed in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C6-24

Odor and corrosion control are discussed in Chapter 5, and in
Appendix 5-B, Odor Analysis: Conveyance, of the Final EIS.
As standards are being met at the stack and dispersion is not
being relied upon, dispersion modeling will not be
performed. All odor control equipment will be sized based
upon peak air flow rates and peak H2S concentrations. 

King County conducted a H2S monitoring program in the
summer of 2003 to assess dissolved sulfide and H2S
concentrations within the existing tributary flow streams.
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Dissolved sulfide and H2S levels are highest during the summer and will
provide worst-case scenario data in order to conservatively design the
proposed odor control facilities. 

The volume of air outgassing from the underground structures is
relatively small, because the size of the conveyance pipes is large
relative to the rate of change of the peak wastewater flow rate. 

Response to Comment C6-25

Based on more detailed hydrogeologic analyses since the publication of
the Draft EIS, dewatering discharge rates have been recalculated and
reduced. The dewatering discharge rate for Portal 7 has been changed
from 6.7 cfs to a range of 0.002 to 0.25 cfs, with a possible 2-week peak
of 0.56 cfs. Please refer to Appendix 6-F, Groundwater and Stormwater
Management at the Candidate Portal Sites, of the Final EIS for revised
dewatering discharge rates by portal and proposed dewatering discharge
disposal options. Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-88, for a discussion of alternative dewatering discharge
disposal options and Ecology’s 10 percent guideline for additional flows
to a stream. 
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Response to Comment C6-26

The Final EIS text has been corrected to read that the
receiving water body for dewatering discharge from Portal 3
is the Puget Sound. The sanitary sewer and the local
stormwater conveyance system are proposed discharge
options at this location. 

For the impacts discussion, please refer to response to the
City of Shoreline, Comment C6-25. Measures would be taken
to avoid discharging dewatering water at a rate more than 10
percent of the receiving water flow rate. Should the
dewatering discharge rate be greater than 10 percent of the
receiving water flow rate, additional disposal methods would
be used. Please refer to Chapter 7, Impacts section, of the
Final EIS for a discussion of impacts to fish populations in
McAleer Creek. 

For the mitigation discussion at Portal 7, please refer to the
response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-88, for a
discussion of alternative dewatering discharge disposal
options and Ecology’s 10 percent guideline. Should impacts
occur as a result of dewatering discharge, restoration or
enhancement would be conducted according to local
regulations. King County would coordinate with affected
local jurisdictions for appropriate mitigation projects. Also,
please refer to the response to Comment C6-25 in this letter. 

Due to a change in the project description, Portal 27 is now
classified as a secondary portal for the Route 9-195th Street
corridor only, and is no longer being considered for the Route
9-228th Street or Unocal corridors. Secondary portal
construction is not anticipated to be required. However, this
may change due to the relatively long length of the tunnels.
The following are scenarios that result in the use of
secondary portals: auxiliary ventilation, deep ground
improvement, and supply of backfill grout. Please refer to
Appendix 3-B, Project Description: Conveyance, of the Final
EIS for a description of the four scenarios. The final decision
regarding secondary portals would be made during final



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS             City of Shoreline (C6)

Brightwater Final EIS 638

design, after the conveyance route has been selected and final locations
for portal sites have been chosen. 

Response to Comment C6-27

The City of Shoreline has been consulted and a copy of the City of
Shoreline Stream and Wetland Inventory and Assessment was obtained.
This information has been incorporated into appropriate Final EIS
tables, figures, and text.

Response to Comment C6-28

King County proposes to build stormwater treatment facilities for the
duration of the construction period at each portal site (2 to 5 years).
These facilities would be guided by the Washington State Department of
Ecology’s (Ecology) Stormwater Management Manual for Western
Washington (August 2001) guidelines. King County will also be
regulated under an Individual NPDES Construction Stormwater Permit
by Ecology. Construction activities would also meet or exceed state
Surface Water Quality Standards (Chapter 173-201A WAC) in
receiving waters. Please refer to Appendix 6-F, Groundwater and
Stormwater Management at the Candidate Portal Sites, of the Final EIS,
for a discussion of portal stormwater treatment facilities that would
provide detention and treatment of stormwater runoff during portal
construction. Construction BMPs and stormwater facilities should be
adequate to prevent excessive discharges of sediments and petroleum
products. Monitoring would be conducted and advanced treatment
measures implemented, if necessary to meet Water Quality Standards.
Also, please refer to the response to the City of Bothell, Comment C2-9,
for a discussion of monitoring that would be conducted during and after
construction to ensure the protection of streams, wetlands, and aquifers,
and that would establish corrective actions necessary should impacts be
detected. 
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Response to Comment C6-29

The Brightwater project would take into account the
Guidelines of the Washington State Department of Ecology
Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington
(August 2001), which calls for stormwater control to forested
conditions. Please refer to the response to the City of Bothell,
Comment C2-9, and response to Comment C6-28 in this
letter. For a discussion of potential impacts to fish habitat,
refer to Chapter 7, Impacts section, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C6-30

The Final EIS text has been revised (Chapter 6, Significant
Unavoidable Adverse Impacts) to discuss the intention of
King County to follow the Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan that would be developed as part of the Individual
NPDES Construction Stormwater Permit. The SWPPP would
outline mitigation measures that would be employed to avoid
and minimize impacts; monitoring to track potential impacts
as well as proper implementation of mitigation measures; and
corrective actions to be implemented if initial mitigation
measures are insufficient.

Response to Comment C6-31

King County will design the outfall to accomplish three tasks.
First, provide substantial dilution of the effluent with
surrounding waters; second, prevent a poorly diluted plume
from encroaching on shellfish beds or areas of human
activity; and third, provide the opportunity for the effluent to
be transported out of Puget Sound. Since the second and third
tasks are best accomplished by opposing rise heights, King
County has decided that it is best to always keep the plume
deep and away from human activity. As a result, the plume
will initially flow southward where it will be continually
diluted into the northward flowing surface water and out of
Puget Sound.
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Response to Comment C6-32

Use of a construction barge dock is not part of the proposal
for the Unocal System. If the Unocal System alternative is
selected for the Brightwater System and if King County
decides to pursue using a construction barge dock, the Port of
Edmonds will be consulted and the additional necessary
environmental review associated with this option, including
disposal of materials, will be conducted. Updated information
regarding this option is available in the revised project
description in Appendix 3-C, Project Description: Outfall, of
the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C6-33

In developing the portal locations, measures would be taken
to avoid and protect streams, and other critical areas. Please
refer to Chapters 6 and 7 of the Final EIS for a discussion of
impacts to streams and wetlands and proposed mitigation
measures.
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Response to Comment C6-34

If restoration or enhancement mitigation is needed due to
project-related impacts to streams, wetlands, and/or buffers,
replacement ratios would be followed according to local
regulations. King County would be open to suggestions for
mitigation projects that would satisfy these requirements
while mitigating impacts related to the Brightwater project.

Response to Comment C6-35

Please refer to the response to the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration Fisheries (NOAA Fisheries),
Comment F1-4. 

Response to Comment C6-36

The northern half of Portal Siting Area 7 is in the City of
Shoreline and the southern half is in the City of Lake Forest
Park. This clarification is presented within Chapter 3 of the
Final EIS.

For preparation of the Final EIS, access to streams, wetlands,
and upland habitats was limited to observations from public
right-of-way. Therefore, information on stream features (i.e.,
habitat types, physical and biological characteristics) was
collected from “windshield” surveys, and from existing
documentation, where available. Additional information on
water quality is presented in Chapter 6. The City of Shoreline
was consulted for preparation of the Final EIS, and the EIS
incorporates information from the City of Shoreline Stream
and Wetland Inventory and Assessment.

Various detailed baseline studies will be conducted where
necessary to support permitting for streams, wetlands, and
water bodies prior to construction of the Brightwater
conveyance system. Please refer to the response to the City of
Kenmore, Comment C3-25.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS             City of Shoreline (C6)

Brightwater Final EIS 642

Response to Comment C6-37

The City of Shoreline was consulted and a copy of the City of Shoreline
Stream and Wetland Inventory and Assessment was obtained.
Information from this report was used to complete a description of
streams and wetlands in the vicinity of candidate portal sites within
Portal Siting Areas (PSAs) 19 and 23. Additional site visits were made
to PSAs 19 and 23 as necessary to further characterize wetlands and
streams. Information gathered from the stream and wetland report and
the site visits indicate that there are no aquatic resources located in PSA
23. This information is provided in Chapter 7 and Appendix 7-A,
Affected Environment: Plants and Animals, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C6-38

Various best management practices (BMPs) will be employed during
construction to avoid and mitigate effects on aquatic resources,
vegetation, and associated wildlife from dewatering and dewatering
water discharge; and erosion and sedimentation. Since issuance of the
Draft EIS, substantial progress has been made on the development of
these BMPs as part of the Brightwater predesign effort. This
information is presented in Appendices 6-C, Management of Water
Quality During Construction at the Treatment Plant Sites, 6-D,
Permanent Stormwater Management at the Treatment Plant Sites, and 6-
F, Groundwater and Stormwater Management at the Candidate Portal
Sites.

Many general impacts are discussed in Chapter 7 of the Draft EIS,
including construction and operational impacts such as erosion and
sedimentation; accidental and incidental discharge of pollutants;
removal and discharge of dewatering water; and increased noise,
lighting, and human activity; and vegetation clearing. These impacts
have been developed further and are presented more specifically in the
Final EIS.

In the Final EIS, three or four candidate portal sites are presented within
each portal siting area. Candidate portal site selection involved avoiding
impacts to high-quality wetlands, streams, and mature upland forests.
Based on the approximate boundaries of wetlands, streams, and mature
upland forest, impacts were calculated based on an approximate 2-acre

portal construction footprint. Preferred portal sites avoid impacts to the
maximum practicable extent. Impacts that are completely avoided
include fill impacts to Category 1 and 2 wetlands and
displacement/realignment of streams. In some cases, it may be
necessary to fill Category 3 or 4 wetlands, or impact buffers.

In the design process, which would follow publication of the Final EIS,
various detailed baseline studies would be conducted for streams,
wetlands, and water bodies prior to construction of the Brightwater
conveyance system. These studies would be used to define specific
impacts. In accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, a
Biological Assessment would be conducted for the project, and would
present baseline studies for habitat that supports fish and wildlife
species listed as threatened, endangered, proposed, or candidate. In
accordance with local, state, and federal regulations, wetland delineation
reports and stream special studies would be prepared for each
Brightwater construction site proposed near a wetland or a stream. In
accordance with local regulations, inventories of significant trees would
be conducted for each construction site, and tree retention plans would
be developed. Results of the baseline studies would be used to develop
appropriate mitigation plans for wetland, stream, and forest impacts. 
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Response to Comment C6-39

The discharge momentum and the density differences
between the effluent and the receiving waters control the
initial dispersion of the plume. During the initial rise, the
effluent will become mixed with the surrounding waters.
When it eventually reaches the same density as the
surrounding water, it will no longer continue to rise. This
is referred to as the trapping depth, and can be controlled
by altering the diffuser design. King County will design
the diffuser to maintain a trapping depth of 70 feet to
assure that the plume stays away from commercial
shellfish beds and to minimize the possibility of human
contact in the surface waters. For complete analysis of the
plume dilution and dispersion, please refer to Appendix 6-
H, Predesign Initial Dilution Assessment, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C6-40

Cumulative impacts to Puget Sound surface water quality
from the construction and operation of the Brightwater
Treatment Plant and outfall were evaluated to account for
existing and possible future discharges and contaminant
loadings to Puget Sound. More complete discussion of the
cumulative impacts is provided in Chapter 6 of the Final
EIS.

In the examination of potential impacts to surface water
quality, King County added loadings from the Brightwater
discharge to existing conditions in Puget Sound to
examine cumulative impacts. This quantitative assessment
is believed to be a reasonable approach because there are
no known plans for additional point source discharges in
the area and there are concentrated efforts in the region to
improve the water quality of Puget Sound. King County
and other municipal governments in the area are
continuing efforts to increase the quality of their
discharges in response to stricter regulatory requirements
of the Endangered Species Act, Growth Management Act,
and other environmental regulations. For example, there
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are planned improvements to combined sewer overflows; other capital
improvement projects will have vastly improved stormwater
management infrastructure, which will reduce the loadings to Puget
Sound. Both the City of Edmonds and King County have plans to
improve the performance of some of the existing outfalls in Puget
Sound. Similarly, King County is proposing to use membrane bioreactor
treatment technology for the Brightwater System in an effort to
minimize the loadings to Puget Sound. Based on this information, it is
expected that Puget Sound water quality will continue to improve over
time and no additional water quality standard violations will occur due
to discharges from the Brightwater Treatment Plant. 

King County and other regional governments are committed to
improving the water quality of Puget Sound through the improvement of
existing infrastructure and using the best available technology for new
systems.

Response to Comment C6-41

If the pipeline were constructed of steel, an impressed current cathodic
protection system would likely be used to prevent corrosion of the
pipeline. Impressed current systems are based on an external source of
current (cathodic protection rectifier) to reverse corrosion currents. The
rectifier is connected to the pipeline, as well as a group of buried metal
rods that are sacrificially corroded instead of the pipeline. The current
King County maintenance schedule for cathodic protection systems on
other outfalls includes quarterly monitoring of the rectifier and
monitoring of the current interceptors every 5 years. Sacrificial zinc
plates will not be used as corrosion protection. 

Response to Comment C6-42

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-60,
for the estimated emergency discharge frequency to the Sammamish
River. By using the effluent outfall in emergency situations before
discharge of untreated wastewater to marine waters, impacts to the
ecosystem will be minimized because the discharge will still receive the
high rates of dilution prior to encountering the nearshore area. While the
scientific information regarding the potential impacts of
bioaccumulative compounds is unresolved, King County believes that

the high level of treatment and the substantial dilutions that will be
achieved with the Brightwater outfall minimize the potential for adverse
impacts from these stressors. Many organic compounds are removed
during the treatment process. A complete summary of the available
information on the removal efficiency of the membrane bioreactor
treatment system is detailed in Appendix 6-I, Effluent Quality
Evaluation for the Brightwater Membrane Bioreactor and Advanced
Primary System.
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Response to Comment C6-43

The frequency at which effluent monitoring occurs will be
identified in the NPDES permit. Presently, King County
monitors effluent quality semi-annually, as dictated by the
NPDES permit, for a suite of organic chemicals. King County
is taking a proactive step in monitoring effluent by
participating in a nationwide EPA study on endocrine
disrupting chemical in municipal wastewater. King County’s
commitment to improving the quality of its discharge is
evidenced by employing state-of-the-art treatment
technologies, such as membrane bioreactors. 

King County’s field monitoring program is detailed in
Appendix 3-I, Proposed Routine Monitoring Plan for the
Receiving Environment in the Vicinity of the Brightwater
Treatment System Marine Outfall, of the Final EIS. This plan
includes the monitoring of surface water, sediments, and biota
in the vicinity of the outfall. 

Response to Comment C6-44

Thank you for your comment. The cumulative impact
discussions for all chapters in the Final EIS have been revised.

Response to Comment C6-45

Please refer to Chapter 6 and Appendix 6-D, Permanent
Stormwater Management at the Treatment Plant Sites, of the
Final EIS, for a discussion of impervious surface impacts and
stormwater management at the treatment plant sites. Also,
please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Planning
and Development Services, Comment S3-82.

Response to Comment C6-46

The Final EIS text in Chapter 7 has been revised to state that
Bruggers Bog is in the jurisdiction of the City of Shoreline.
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Response to Comment C6-47

King County will work with appropriate jurisdictions and agencies to
obtain permits required for the construction and operation of the
Brightwater System, including emergency generators.
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Response to Comment C6-48

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment C6-49

Due to the close proximity of the nearest residences to the
Brightwater facilities, construction noise and vibration would
have impacts to residences during the exempt weekday hours.
The Final EIS shows that the nearest residence to the Unocal
site could be subject to 82 dBA, which is 23 dBA above the
maximum ambient L10 level of 59 dBA. The Final EIS
shows that the nearest residence to the Route 9 site could be
subject to 84 dBA, which is 17 dBA above the maximum
ambient L10 level of 67 dBA. Construction activities outside
of exempt hours would only occur if a permit or variance
were issued by the appropriate jurisdiction; noise levels
outside of normally exempt periods, if allowed, would
conform to the noise level requirements specified in the
permit or variance. Operational noise levels would have some
impact on existing minimum hour ambient noise levels. The
operational noise level impact is limited to a 5 dBA increase
in the minimum hour ambient noise level by mitigation of
facility noise sources. This level of increase would be
audible, but would be within permissible noise limits
established in local codes. Also, please refer to the responses
to the Snohomish County Planning and Development
Services, Comments S3-132 and S3-133.

Response to Comment C6-50

At the City of Shoreline’s request, King County is exploring
options for establishing public access to the shoreline
associated with the Zone 7S outfall including a pedestrian
overpass. To date, King County has evaluated several
locations for an overpass, but construction at the locations is
not feasible. King County will work with local jurisdictions,
surrounding residents, businesses, and other key stakeholders
on mitigation and design issues related to portal siting areas. 
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The issue of proposed access improvements will be coordinated during
these efforts.  

Response to Comment C6-51

Screening conducted as part of the Brightwater Conveyance Predesign
identified candidate portal sites that best met engineering needs and
minimized environmental and community impacts. Bruggers Bog Park
was not selected as a portal site; however, a parcel directly south of the
park has been identified as a portal site. Best management practices
discussed in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS would be utilized to ensure
construction activities and portal operation would not adversely affect
the adjacent natural environment of the park. Please refer to Appendix
2-B, Portal Screening Level 1 and 2 Documentation, of the Final EIS for
additional discussion of the portal screening process.
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Response to Comment C6-52

Where possible, King County has tried to avoid recreational
areas with sensitive environmental features in the identification
of candidate portal sites associated with the Unocal and Route
9 Systems. SR 104/Ballinger Way NE is a primary arterial that
will be used by construction vehicles. Users of Bruggers Bog
Park would be subject to intermittent delays in accessing the
park during construction. Mitigation measures would be
implemented to ensure that pedestrian and motorist access to
the park is maintained at all times. Please refer to Chapter 16
of the Final EIS for a complete description of mitigation
measures to ease traffic delays and number of construction
vehicle trips calculated on various roadways.

King County would need to assess impacts and work with the
City of Shoreline during the permitting process to determine if
providing improvements to Bruggers Bog Park is a necessary
and feasible mitigation measure.

Response to Comment C6-53

Please refer to the response to Comment C6-50 in this letter.
As discussed in Chapter 7, short-term impacts to the nearshore
environment would be unavoidable during and immediately
after completion of construction. Please refer to this chapter for
a discussion of best management practices that would be
utilized throughout the duration of construction to ensure that
adverse impacts to the surrounding environment are
minimized. King County would need to assess impacts and
funding allocated to mitigation to determine mitigation
measures related to outfall construction in Zone 7S.

Response to Comment C6-54

Portal Siting Area 7 is designated as a primary portal for the
Unocal System and as a secondary portal for the Route 9-195th
Street System. Recent Level 2 portal screening that was
conducted as part of the Brightwater Conveyance Predesign
identified the Aldercrest School site as one of the candidate
sites to carry forward for further screening. King County will
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work with local jurisdictions, surrounding residents and businesses, and
other key stakeholders on mitigation and design issues. 

Response to Comment C6-55

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment C6-56

Additional analysis was conducted for the weekday AM peak hours for
intersections in the City of Shoreline. It is anticipated that all major
construction staging and hauling operations would be scheduled on
weekdays, with some onsite construction on weekend days depending
on the work days and hours determined during the permitting process.
Impacts to Costco shoppers on Saturdays would be minimal. The traffic
management plan would address safety concerns related to construction
truck traffic during school release times and would be finalized during
the local permitting process. Additional detailed analyses of
construction traffic related to specific portal locations are included and
construction traffic routes and traffic impacts are identified in Chapter
16 of the Final EIS. Please refer to Appendix 16-B, Transportation
Impacts: Plant Sites and Conveyance, of the Final EIS for greater detail.  

For determining level-of-service in the Draft EIS, a passenger-car-
equivalency (PCE) of 2.0 was used for all trucks. For the Final EIS, an
increased level of detail was included in the analysis. A PCE of 2.0 was
used for concrete and material delivery trucks, while earthwork trucks
were assigned a PCE of 4.0. Chapter 16 of the Final EIS has been
revised to include the description of the truck types assumed and the
PCE factors used for each.
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Response to Comment C6-57

Please refer to the response to Comment C6-56 in this letter.
State route and arterial roadways were assumed to be
structurally adequate to accommodate the construction traffic
from the project. 

A traffic management plan (TMP) addressing the proposed
mitigation measures for the portal construction traffic impacts
would be developed and is described further in the Final EIS.
This plan would include construction scheduling, hours of
work, necessary improvements to the roadway network to
maintain adequate traffic operating conditions, traffic control,
and circulation plans to ensure safety to all travel modes
along the affected roadways. These measures would be
finalized by King County in conjunction with the affected
jurisdictions during the construction permitting process. The
TMP would also include a plan for monitoring and
restoration of streets to pre-existing conditions, access for
emergency services, and safe access for pedestrians and
bicyclists, and would control the movement of workers,
equipment, and delivery materials to minimize the traffic
impacts along project access corridors. Construction-related
activities, such as loading and unloading, would occur onsite
and not on the transportation system.

Response to Comment C6-58

The Draft EIS analysis assumed that all portal sites would be
under construction at the same time and overlaid peak
construction traffic that was expected to occur sometime
prior to 2010 on the 2010 background traffic. This effectively
established a “worst-case” scenario for traffic impacts
associated with portal site construction. Use of a 2004
analysis year as suggested could not be worse than the
condition analyzed. The current proposed construction
schedule would be from 2005 to 2009. Based on peak
construction periods for portal and site construction, the
detailed analyses of construction traffic were updated to
represent the peak construction year of 2007. Please refer to
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Appendix 3-G, Construction Approach and Schedule, of the Final EIS
for information on schedule and sequence of construction and to
Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impacts: Plant Sites and Conveyance, of
the Final EIS for greater detail on the traffic impact analyses.  

Response to Comment C6-59

Spoils generated at a portal site and the resulting truck trips were correct
as stated in the Draft EIS. The estimations of spoils generated at primary
portal sites, resulting truck trips produced, and the traffic analysis for
arterial and non-arterial streets have been updated. Additional detailed
analyses of construction traffic related to specific portal locations,
including Portal 19, have been included and construction traffic routes
and traffic impacts are identified in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS. Only
one site at Portal 19 would be constructed for the outfall, not two.
Tunneling would be accomplished in only one direction from each
primary portal. Please refer to Appendix 3-G, Construction Approach
and Schedule, of the Final EIS for information regarding schedule and
sequence of construction.
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Response to Comment C6-60

Please refer to the response to Comment C6-59 in this
letter. A traffic management plan (TMP) addressing
mitigation measures would be prepared for all agencies
affected by construction and is included as a mitigation
measure in the Final EIS. This plan would include time-of-
day restrictions, necessary improvements to the roadway
network, types of closures, pedestrian and bicycle detours,
traffic routing/circulation management, and traffic control
measures for safety on the affected roadways. These
measures would be finalized by King County and would be
coordinated with affected agencies during permitting. The
TMP would include a plan for monitoring and restoration of
streets to pre-existing conditions, access for emergency
services, safe access for pedestrians and bicyclists, and
would direct the movement of employees, equipment, and
materials to reduce impacts along project traffic corridors.
Please refer to Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impacts:
Plant Sites and Conveyance, of the Final EIS for greater
detail on construction impacts and mitigation measures.
The traffic analysis used an assumption concerning
transportation mode share for construction employees that
was based on typical commute patterns for construction
projects. These patterns indicate that about one out of three
vehicles would carry a second rider, which results in an
average vehicle occupancy of 1.3. At primary portal sites,
all parking would be provided onsite. 
Due to the limited area that can be set aside for employee
parking at the Unocal site, a remote offsite parking location
with a dedicated shuttle service would be used to transport
construction employees to and from the site. A detailed
analysis of three possible remote offsite parking locations
with shuttle bus service for Unocal site construction
workers and the resulting impacts have been included in
Chapter 16 of the Final EIS. None of the potential remote
offsite parking sites were located within the City of
Shoreline. The locations of the sites and access routes
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between the Unocal site and these lots were identified. No existing park-
and-ride locations were considered for construction worker parking.
Please refer to Appendix 16-B for greater detail.

Response to Comment C6-61

The list of projects identified in your comment has been reviewed to
assess potential impacts to those projects and/or benefits for Brightwater
construction traffic. Please refer to Chapter 16, Impacts and Mitigation
section, of the Final EIS for the list of projects considered and the
cumulative impacts. King County is proposing to develop a traffic
management plan (TMP) to address mitigation of traffic impacts during
construction of the Brightwater Treatment Plant project. In that plan,
King County would formally identify other major projects that would be
under construction during the same time period. King County would
coordinate construction traffic activities with these other projects to
ensure reasonable traffic operations.
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Response to Comment C6-62

The Final EIS background traffic condition includes the
planned and programmed regional projects only if they are
anticipated to be completed during the Brightwater
construction period.

Response to Comment C6-63

Please refer to the response to Comment C6-59 in this letter.
Construction work levels would be single (8-hour) or double
(16-hour) shifts depending on the type of activity and work
weeks are expected to be either 5 or 6 days depending on the
affected jurisdiction’s restrictions. Work schedules would be
finalized during the local permitting process. Please refer to
Appendix 3-G, Construction Approach and Schedule, of the
Final EIS for greater detail on construction work activities
and schedules. Analyses of construction traffic related to
specific portal locations was based on specific production
rate, trip generation, and work shift assumptions included in
Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impacts: Plant Sites and
Conveyance, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C6-64

The traffic analysis was prepared using the travel demand
model developed by Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC)
in order to comprehensively reflect traffic growth trends
resulting from regionally coordinated land use growth
projections and planned transportation system development.
Thus the 1 percent growth rate is for regional traffic growth,
not population growth, but contained in that forecast are the
official growth expectations of the various cities. PSRC's
model included the short range or adopted plans from all
jurisdictions within King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties. 

It was assumed that construction workers would stay onsite
during the entire work shift. Please refer to the response to
Comment C6-63 in this letter. The traffic analyses for portals
have been revised to account for specific construction activity
levels at each portal. The results are summarized in Appendix
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16-B, Transportation Impacts: Plant Sites and Conveyance, of the Final
EIS.
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Response to Comment C6-65

During portal and site construction, access to roads adjacent
to treatment plant and portal sites would be maintained.
Access restrictions to homes and businesses refer to
emergency vehicle access that would be maintained at all
times during all construction phases of the Brightwater
project. A traffic management plan (TMP) would be prepared
with the City of Shoreline during the permitting process. The
TMP would include measures for maintaining and
coordinating emergency vehicle access and would include
traffic control plans. The TMP would provide for continuous
coordination with emergency service providers to address
their needs. Please refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for a
more complete discussion of the TMP and other mitigation
measures for construction traffic impacts. Please refer to the
response to C6-57 in this letter.

Response to Comment C6-66

Please refer to the response to Comment C6-58 in this letter.
The construction schedule would be from 2005 to 2009.
Based on peak construction periods for portal and site
construction, the detailed analyses of construction traffic
were updated to represent the peak construction year of 2007.
With respect to the truck percentage, the low volume nature
of the roadway results in a high percentage value for a small
addition of traffic.  

Safe access and adequate non-motorized facilities would be
provided for bicyclists and pedestrians during construction.
Final traffic management plan approval would be coordinated
with the City of Shoreline. 

Re-opening Haberlein Road has been removed from
consideration for the construction of Portal 19 because of the
steep grades of the roadway. Additional detailed analyses of
production rates, work shift assumptions, construction traffic
routes and traffic impacts related to specific portal locations
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have been included in Chapter 16 and Appendix 16-B, Transportation
Impacts: Plant Sites and Conveyance, of the Final EIS. 

Specific mitigation measures have been proposed for portal sites to
reduce construction-related traffic impacts and are also described in
Chapter 16. The level of mitigation measures was designed to address
the specific impacts attributable to the Portal 19 construction using land
based truck access. However, King County is evaluating the possibility
of barge access to Portal 19 for transport of construction materials and
earthwork spoils to reduce construction traffic through local
neighborhoods. Construction of the Brightwater project would be
coordinated with the cited programmed transportation projects.
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Response to Comment C6-67

The Brightwater conveyance system would be constructed by
tunneling; surface impacts would be limited to portal sites
only. Roadways such as Ballinger Way, 205th, 25th Avenue,
and Richmond Beach Road; stormwater facilities; and
pedestrian access on public right-of-way would not be
disrupted.  
• Roadways, pedestrian improvements, and stormwater
improvements in the public rights-of-way would not be
impacted by Brightwater portal construction footprints. As
such, these facilities would not require reconstruction.
• Pedestrian and stormwater facilities would not be
extended to connect to existing facilities because Brightwater
portal construction footprints would not impact them.
• No reconstruction of 205th would be necessary as a result
of the Brightwater project. 
• No reconstruction of SR-104 (including portions of 205th
and Ballinger Way) would be necessary as a result of the
Brightwater project. 
• The local roadways affected by construction traffic
associated with Portal 19 and the outfall may require
mitigation of pavement impacts and temporary provision of
pedestrian and non-motorized facilities. All concrete would
be transported by truck. Construction material delivery and
removal of excavated soil have also been assumed to be by
truck; however, King County is reviewing the feasibility of
barging for these latter two activities. The level of mitigation
measures was designed to address the specific impacts
attributable to the portal site construction. All construction
worker parking for Portal 19 would be provided onsite. The
development of an alternative road access to Portal 19 would
not be included as project mitigation. Re-opening Haberlein
Road is not possible because of the steep grade of the
roadway and extending 205th is not possible because of the
surrounding topography. 
• The traffic management plan (TMP) would include
specific mitigation measures that would reduce traffic
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impacts that are a direct result of the Brightwater Treatment Plant
project only along construction access routes. These mitigation
measures do not include compensatory mitigation such as
connecting the Interurban and Burke Gilman Trails.

• The traffic management plan (TMP) would include specific
mitigation measures that would reduce traffic impacts that are a
direct result of the Brightwater Treatment Plant project only along
construction access routes. These mitigation measures do not
include compensatory mitigation such as improving pedestrian
access along the King-Snohomish County line.
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Response to Comment C6-68

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment C6-69

For determining the level-of-service during construction in
the Final EIS, the unique characteristics of truck traffic were
taken into account. For concrete, a standard mixing truck
with a capacity of 10 cubic yards was assumed. For
earthwork spoils, a truck-and-trailer combination with a
capacity of 16 cubic yards was assumed. Please refer to the
response to Comment C6-56 in this letter.

Response to Comment C6-70

Typical scaled site layouts for both the launching and
recovery portals are included in the Final EIS. Refer to
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for a description of the project.
Further detail will be determined during the preliminary and
final design process after the publication of the Final EIS and
the King County Executive has selected a system alternative
for construction.

King County will work with applicable local jurisdictions to
obtain required local construction and operating permits.

Response to Comment C6-71

Please refer to the response to the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration Fisheries (NOAA Fisheries),
Comment F1-4.
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Response to Comment C6-72

Outfall construction in Zone 7S would be supported from a
staging area located near the final land-based conveyance
tunnel portal within Portal Siting Area 19. Prior to
construction, this staging area could be utilized to store
pipeline segments and backfill material. The material and
equipment procurement process, including material ordering,
manufacturing, and shipping, could last up to 12 months. The
staging area would likely be used for storage for a period of 1
to 3 months before construction. Pipeline segments would
likely be made of steel or high density polyethylene (HDPE).
The final material selection will be made during predesign
and final design after issuance of the Final EIS. Pipeline
segments would be approximately 40 feet long and 60 inches
in diameter. Pipeline segments could be delivered to the site
by flatbed trucks or by rail. The number of segments stored at
the staging area would depend on the length of the onshore
outfall alignment (it is unlikely that pipeline segments for the
in-water construction would be stored at the land-based
staging area). The preferred outfall alignment within Zone 7S
includes 1,000 feet of onshore pipeline; thus, it is anticipated
that 25 segments would be required.

Backfill material for the onshore trench segment would
include bedding material and granular fill. Bedding material
consists of crushed rock. Granular fill is a mixture of medium
and coarse grained sands. Backfill material would be selected
to match the existing soils along the trench alignment.
Volume of backfill materials required for trench construction
would depend on the physical dimensions of the trench.
Depth of the trench would be determined by the depth of the
tunnel portal. Based on the current level of design, trench
depth could be up to 30 feet deep at the tunnel portal and
would gradually decrease in depth along the trench alignment
to the shoreline. Trench length and width are anticipated to be
1,000 feet and 12 feet, respectively. Assuming a constant
depth of 30 feet and the anticipated trench width and length,
approximately 500 cubic yards (cy) of bedding material and



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS             City of Shoreline (C6)

Brightwater Final EIS 663

12,500 cy of granular fill material would be required. It is not likely that
the entire volume of material calculated above would be stored at the
staging area at one time. It is more likely that a portion of these
materials would be onsite prior to construction, with the remaining
backfill material delivered during construction. It is unlikely that
backfill materials for in-water trench construction would be stored at the
land-based staging area. King County is evaluating potential
construction material delivery methods including truck, barge, and rail
transportation. Selection of material delivery methods will be made after
issuance of the Final EIS, and based upon planning considerations such
as construction method selection, material source, and construction site
access.

Response to Comment C6-73

The Draft EIS and Final EIS identify, for each element of the
environment evaluated, probable significant adverse environmental
impacts and reasonable mitigation measures. The EIS analyzes
environmental impacts (WAC 197-11-448). City taxes, revenues, and
potential economic impacts were not an element discussed in the Draft
EIS and will not be addressed as part of the Final EIS as it is not an
environmental impact. SEPA does require evaluation of land use issues,
including “relationship to existing land use plans” (WAC 197-11-
444(b)). This analysis is found in Chapter 11 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C6-74

It is correct that contaminated soils may be encountered. Thank you for
providing guidance on handling contaminated soils in the City of
Shoreline.

Response to Comment C6-75

This comment seeks information about property easements and
valuation that is beyond the scope of an EIS. The EIS is designed to
present environmental information and information relating to
environmental impacts, not the legal or contractual information
associated with property rights. For all necessary easements, King
County will follow applicable state and federal laws and King County
policies and procedures. Please refer to the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and the

King County Property Acquisition and Relocation Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm for more information. 
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Response to Comment C6-76

Please refer to the response to Comment C6-5, in this letter,
regarding mitigation suggestions.

Response to Comment C6-77

Water quality data collected by the City of Shoreline has
been included in Appendix 6-A, Affected Environment:
Surface Water, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C6-78

Potential mitigation for the construction and operation of
the proposed Brightwater outfall are discussed in the Impact
and Mitigation Summary Tables in Chapter 7, specifically,
as well as in each of the individual chapters of the Final
EIS. 

Mitigation discussed includes the replanting of eelgrass
beds and monetary compensation for loss of clam beds.
Other mitigation measures under consideration include the
improvement of degraded habitat outside of the impact
areas, which could include freshwater salmonid habitat, and
the installation of interpretive nature signs along the
beaches. 

The Preferred Alternative was selected, in part, to minimize
impacts to eelgrass. Risks associated with tunneling are
discussed in Appendix 3-F, Nearshore Alignment and
Construction Methods Alternatives. The impacts associated
with these risks exceed the impacts due to trenching. 

Response to Comment C6-79

Since the publication of the Draft EIS, more detailed
hydrogeologic analyses have been conducted, and the
dewatering discharge rates have been reduced. Please refer
to Appendix 6-F, Groundwater and Stormwater
Management at the Candidate Portal Sites, for corrected
dewatering discharge rates by portal and proposed
dewatering discharge disposal options. Should dewatering
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discharge rates exceed Washington State Department of Ecology’s 10
percent guideline detailed stream studies would be conducted or
alternative disposal methods would be used. Please refer also to the
response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-88. Should impacts
occur as a result of dewatering discharge, restoration, or enhancement
would be conducted according to local regulations. King County would
work with local jurisdictions to determine appropriate mitigation
measures for project-related impacts. 

Response to Comment C6-80

Impacts to winter foraging bald eagles and great blue herons due to
noise were discussed in Chapter 7 of the Draft EIS. King County
concurs that USFWS and/or WDFW timing restrictions will be applied
if necessary to protect the nest sites of bald eagles, great blue herons,
and other special status wildlife species. These impact analyses and
mitigation measures are included in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS. King
County intends to prepare a Biological Assessment for the project and
will continue to work with NOAA Fisheries and USFWS.
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Response to Comment C6-81

The background traffic conditions have included all currently
known funded projects that would affect the roadway
network associated to the development of the proposed
Brightwater project. Refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for
projects included in the analysis.
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Response to Comment C5-1

The City of Woodinville’s concerns over impacts to the City
are noted. The Draft EIS and Final EIS appropriately disclose
potentially significant adverse impacts for various elements
of the natural and built environment. The geographic scope of
each of these evaluations varies based on the element of the
environment and the nature of impacts. For example,
evaluations of visual impacts are primarily limited to those
areas that are within visual range of the treatment plant sites
or portals, while traffic impacts extend to the wider
geographic region that could be affected by the proposal. To
the extent that probable significant adverse impacts extend
into the City of Woodinville, they are disclosed in the Final
EIS.

King County has been working with and will continue to
work with the City of Woodinville as siting is completed and
design work progresses to identify and address project
impacts and permitting issues, if applicable, within the City’s
jurisdiction.

Response to Comment C5-2

The Regulatory Environment section of Chapter 11 in the
Draft EIS and Final EIS provides the policy context under
which Brightwater has been planned and coordinated. Also,
please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-6.
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Response to Comment C5-3

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-6 and the
City of Woodinville, Comment C5-2.

Please refer to Chapter 11 and Appendix 11-A, Land Use
Plans and Policies: Brightwater Regional Wastewater
Treatment System, of the Final EIS for a discussion of the
relevant policies and existing conditions relating to the Route
9 site and its location within the City of Woodinville Urban
Growth Area (UGA). This includes a discussion of the City
of Woodinville’s annexation policies. A discussion of the
consistency of Brightwater with adopted plans and policies of
the City of Woodinville was included in Chapter 11, Section
11.2.2.1 Construction Impacts, Route 9 Site, in the Draft EIS
and is included in Chapter 11 of the Final EIS. Additional
information from the plans referenced has also been
incorporated where relevant. Please note that many of these
plans are also addressed in other chapters of the Final EIS.
For example, Design Guidelines are described in Chapter 12,
the Little Bear Creek Corridor Master Plan is addressed in
Chapter 16, and the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan
is discussed in Chapter 14. 

The City of Woodinville’s future land use map designates the
portion of the Route 9 site within its UGA as Industrial. This
is documented in the recent City of Woodinville 2002
Comprehensive Plan Update and EIS Addendum. Although
Brightwater is classified as an Essential Public Facility, it
also meets the intent of the Industrial zone designation: “to
provide for the location and grouping of enterprises and
activities involving manufacturing, assembly, fabrication,
processing, bulk handling and storage, research facilities,
warehousing and heavy trucking” (WMC 21.04.130). From a
land use compatibility viewpoint, Brightwater is compatible
with uses anticipated in an industrial zone.
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Response to Comment C5-4

Please refer to response to Comment C5-3 of this letter. Also, please
refer to Chapter 11 of the Final EIS for a discussion of coordination and
mitigation that King County will consider in implementing the
Brightwater project.

Response to Comment C5-5

Please refer to response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-5, and
the response to Comment C5-3 of this letter. Chapter 11 and Appendix
11-A, Land Use Plans and Policies: Brightwater Regional Wastewater
Treatment System, of the Final EIS include the additional relevant
information and policies from the documents referenced in your
comment.

Response to Comment C5-6

Please refer to responses to Comment C5-3 of this letter and the City of
Edmonds, Comment C9-5. Chapter 11 and Appendix 11-A, Land Use
Plans and Policies: Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment
System, of the Final EIS include the additional relevant information and
policies from the documents referenced.
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Response to Comment C5-7

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5, regarding mitigation suggestions.

Response to Comment C5-8

King County has been working with and will continue to
work with the City of Woodinville as siting is completed and
design work progresses to identify and address project
impacts and permitting issues, if applicable, within the City’s
jurisdiction.

Response to Comment C5-9

The City of Woodinville is currently not the regulatory and
permitting agency for the Route 9 treatment plant site. In the
event that Executive Sims selects the Route 9 site, King
County will work with Snohomish County for project
permitting and seek Woodinville’s input during that process.
If the City of Woodinville has regulatory authority over the
design and permitting of the project in the future, then King
County will apply for appropriate approvals and permits from
the City of Woodinville. Please refer to the response to
Comment C5-10 of this letter.
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Response to Comment C5-10

While the Route 9 site and portals are not under the
jurisdiction of the City of Woodinville, King County has used
the Woodinville design guidelines in development of the site
and is committed to tree preservation and reforestation on the
site. Please refer to Chapter 12 in the Final EIS for more
discussion about proposed landscaping at both the treatment
plant sites and candidate portal sites. The proposal for the
Route 9 Treatment Plant includes reforestation of
approximately 22 acres of the site, providing a substantial
contribution to the conservation and restoration of “urban
forest” in the region. Elsewhere on the site, native species
will be used wherever feasible to help provide visual buffers
between facilities and surrounding land uses, to provide
buffers around sensitive areas, and to aesthetically enhance
the visual amenities of the site. King County is also
committed to re-vegetating areas of candidate portal sites that
will not be used for maintenance and operation following
construction.

Response to Comment C5-11

Before construction begins on any phase of the project,
erosion and sediment control features, including sediment
ponds, would be fully installed and functioning. Much of the
stormwater conveyance system cannot be built until far along
into the construction period. The treatment plant site
preparation would occur over a 3-year period. During this
relatively short period, the chance for a rare (10-year
frequency or greater) storm event requiring full detention
facilities is small. For this reason, runoff control efforts
during construction would focus upon erosion and sediment
control. Extensive efforts would be made to assure that runoff
resulting from construction would be properly controlled and
treated prior to release. As necessary, advanced treatment
techniques could be used to assure that turbidity standards in
the receiving streams would be met. Please refer to Appendix
6-E, Route 9 Site Runoff Effects on the Geomorphology of
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Little Bear Creek. At the conclusion of construction, permanent
treatment and detention facilities meeting Ecology and local
requirements would be in place.

Response to Comment C5-12

Please refer to the response to Comment C5-10 of this letter. The
landscaping plan for the site will include a monitoring component to
ensure the survival of initial plantings. It is also anticipated that ongoing
maintenance of the site will include management and oversight of
vegetation, with replacement of plantings as necessary.
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Response to Comment C5-13

Once a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. However, increases or decreases in
business revenues, tax revenues, and property values are not
environmental impacts as defined by SEPA (WAC 197-11)
and are not addressed in the EIS.

Response to Comment C5-14

King County has received the fiscal impact analysis and will
discuss the material with appropriate City of Woodinville
officials. 

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS.
SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.fs
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Response to Comment C5-15

King County has received the fiscal impact analysis and will
discuss the material with pertinent City of Woodinville
officials.

Response to Comment C5-16

King County has received the fiscal impact analysis and will
discuss the material with pertinent City of Woodinville
officials.
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Response to Comment C5-17

King County has received the fiscal impact analysis and will
discuss the material with pertinent City of Woodinville
officials.
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Response to Comment C5-18

King County has received the fiscal impact analysis and will
discuss the material with pertinent City of Woodinville
officials.

Response to Comment C5-19

King County has received the fiscal impact analysis and will
discuss the material with pertinent City of Woodinville
officials.

Response to Comment C5-20

Additional analysis that has been conducted relating to
probable significant adverse impacts that will not be
mitigated or regulated into non-significance is included as
part of the Final EIS analysis. There is no practical or legal
need under SEPA to include this work in the form of a
Supplemental Draft EIS. Furthermore, there is no SEPA case
law calling for such action. Moreover, it is the principal task
of the Final EIS to respond to questions and comments raised
in comments on the Draft EIS and, if appropriate, to revise
alternatives, analyze the probable significant adverse
environmental impacts, and discuss reasonable mitigation
measures. This Final EIS both addresses each question and
comment provided on the Draft EIS and contains revised
analysis in many areas, taking into account the new
information available through the ongoing review by King
County, as well as the information drawn from comments and
additional studies conducted since issuance of the Draft EIS.
This type of work is what SEPA contemplates is the function
of a Final EIS.
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Response to Comment C5-21

The Final EIS addresses the No Action Alternative in
additional detail. This information is provided in the pertinent
impacts chapters, and also in Chapters 1 through 3 of the
Final EIS. In addition, Chapter 1 has been changed to include
additional discussion of I/I control and its relationship to the
need for additional capacity in the King County wastewater
system. Please refer to Appendix 3-J, Evaluation of the No
Action Alternative, for additional detail.

Response to Comment C5-22

On April 21, 2003, the Northshore School District withdrew
their Docketing request for a rezone and comprehensive plan
amendment indicating that their property had been sold to
King County. The District has no further intent to develop the
site.

Response to Comment C5-23

King County’s Wastewater Treatment Division (WTD) has
decided that no aspect of the Brightwater System will be
covered by the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). Instead,
Brightwater will comply with the Endangered Species Act
through “consultation” under ESA § 7. 

Any mitigation proposed as part of the Brightwater siting
effort is specific to that project and separate from the HCP
process and will be more closely defined and available for
public review as the Brightwater project moves forward.
However, the HCP staff intends to work closely with the
Brightwater siting team and other interested parties to take
advantage of any common projects. The WTD HCP is a
programmatic plan to address the potential for WTD
activities associated with implementing the Regional
Wastewater Services Plan to impact listed species over the
next 40 years throughout the service area. The HCP will
cover activities associated with the operation and
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maintenance of other WTD-owned plants, lines, and pump stations and
the discharge of secondary effluent into marine waters from WTD-
owned wastewater facilities. Any mitigation proposed as part of the
HCP will be based on those broad categories of actions, rather than on
any specific projects.

Response to Comment C5-24

Please refer to the responses to Comment C5-3 of this letter and the City
of Edmonds, Comment C9-5, regarding the relationship of Brightwater
to the City of Woodinville’s adopted plans.

The King County Growth Management Planning Council is responsible
for establishing population and employment growth targets for its cities.
Current land capacity data in the King County Buildable Lands Report
(2002) indicate that the City of Woodinville has adequate residential and
employment capacity within its UGA to accommodate the remaining
portion of the adopted 2012 population and employment growth targets.
Data on employment change for the years 1995 to 2000 indicate that
Woodinville has achieved about 240 percent of its current 20-year target
of 1,940 jobs. The City has exceeded its target by 2,728 jobs and has
capacity for 2,466 additional jobs (King County, 2002). About 1,614 of
these jobs would be provided in the Industrial zone. Of this total, 332
jobs (21 percent) are allocated to the Grace Neighborhood. These
findings are consistent with the Carrying Capacity Analysis that was
conducted as part of the City of Woodinville’s 2002 Comprehensive
Plan Update (December 2002).

The City of Woodinville was contacted to obtain updated information
and clarification regarding potential annexation of the Grace
Neighborhood. The City indicates that as part of a subarea plan for this
area, the City of Woodinville is pursuing a joint planning agreement
with Snohomish County to include the Grace Neighborhood within the
City of Woodinville. This would occur through an interlocal agreement
for joint planning and the annexation process. At this time, there is no
interlocal agreement in place. The EIS text has been revised to reflect
this information.

The City of Woodinville future land use map designates the portion of
the Route 9 site within its UGA as Industrial. This is documented in the

recent City of Woodinville 2002 Comprehensive Plan Update and EIS
Addendum. Woodinville currently has about 67 acres of industrial
zoned land within its UGA that is either vacant or redevelopable; 12 of
these acres are within the Grace Neighborhood. About 17 acres would
be required to reach the remaining employment allocation in the
industrial zone. 

Assuming the Grace Neighborhood is annexed into the City of
Woodinville, development of Brightwater at the Route 9 site would
remove 72 acres of industrial zoned land supply from the City’s UGA.
This would displace existing uses at the site as well as preclude the
development of other industrial or office park uses as envisioned by the
City. However, Brightwater would not preclude the City from meeting
its employment growth targets as the City has excess employment
capacity beyond its 2012 planning horizon. Brightwater would provide
between 47 and 52 new jobs, which to a small degree would help to
offset the impact from the displacement of businesses that currently
occupy the site.

Although Brightwater is classified as an Essential Public Facility, it also
meets the intent of the industrial zone: “to provide for the location and
grouping of enterprises and activities involving manufacturing,
assembly, fabrication, processing, bulk handling and storage, research
facilities, warehousing and heavy trucking” (WMC 21.04.130). From a
land use compatibility viewpoint, Brightwater would be compatible with
uses anticipated in an industrial zone. 

SEPA does not require the evaluation of economic impacts resulting
from a proposed action. “SEPA contemplates that the general welfare,
social, economic and other requirements and essential considerations of
state policy will be taken into account in weighting and balancing
alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS is not required to
evaluate and document all of the possible effects and considerations of a
decision or to contain the balancing judgments that must ultimately be
made by the decision makers (WAC 197-11-448(1)).” King County will
continue to work with the City of Woodinville to mitigate potential
impacts to their City, including economic impacts.
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Response to Comment C5-25

There are a number of culverts along the west side of the
project site that convey runoff under SR-9. Where feasible,
these existing culverts would be used to discharge treated
stormwater under SR-9. During design, each culvert would
be evaluated for its capacity to handle post-project flows. Part
of that evaluation would be to assess the capability of the
culvert to meet the fish passage criteria shown in Washington
State Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Design of Road
Culverts for Fish Passage (2002). Where current fish passage
criteria are not met, the Brightwater project team would
coordinate with the Washington State Department of
Transportation regarding the need to reconstruct the culvert
or upgrade to a bridge crossing.

Response to Comment C5-26

The 170-mgd capacity is to accommodate peak flows due to
infiltration and inflow (I/I). There would be no combined
sewer and stormwater flows to the Brightwater Treatment
Plant. The excess flows would be treated using an alternative
process, such as ballasted sedimentation. This stream would
be blended with the secondary effluent (treated in the
membrane tanks) and the combined flow would be
disinfected prior to discharge. This split flow membrane
bioreator (MBR) process would produce a better effluent
quality than standard secondary treatment with a
conventional activated sludge system. Reducing the I/I into
the Brightwater System is not cost effective when compared
to sizing the treatment plant for peak flows during wet
weather.

Response to Comment C5-27

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comments W5-15 and W5-43, and
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, for a detailed
discussion of this issue.
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Response to Comment C5-28

The project would use sodium hypochlorite for disinfection
of the effluent for Puget Sound discharge from the Route 9
site. The sodium hypochlorite would be injected into the
effluent, and the effluent tunnel would serve as the chlorine
contact chamber. There would be no detectable odor offsite
from the sodium hypochlorite as it would not have the
opportunity to escape to the atmosphere. The Uniform Fire
Code requires that a Hazardous Materials Management Plan
(HMMP) be prepared for potentially hazardous materials
such as sodium hypochlorite. This is further described in
Chapter 9 of the Final EIS. Ultraviolet light would be used
for disinfection of reclaimed water. More detail on the
evaluation of disinfection alternatives can be found in
Appendix 3-K, Treatment Plant Disinfection Alternatives, of
the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C5-29

There will be no combined sewer and stormwater flows to the
Brightwater Treatment Plant. Storm-induced flows enter the
sanitary sewer system through infiltration and inflow (I/I).
Reducing the I/I into the Brightwater System is extremely
expensive and not cost effective when compared to sizing the
treatment plant for peak flows during wet weather. There
would be no impact to Little Bear Creek from overflows or
plant breakdown because any emergency flow discharge
would occur from the safety relief point at Kenmore at the
lower Sammamish River just before the river discharges into
Lake Washington. Emergency releases would be rare, as
described in Appendix 3-F, Nearshore Alignment and
Construction Methods Alternatives, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C5-30

Once a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on strategies to
mitigate impacts of Brightwater construction and operation.
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Updated and expanded information on impacts and mitigation measures
associated with Brightwater construction and operation can be found in
Chapters 4 through 17 of the Final EIS. This information is summarized
in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment C5-31

Cross Valley Water District (CVWD) data indicate that the
CVWD’s 10 water supply wells serve about 4,430
connections. The total service capacity of this aquifer is not
known, and the determination of the capacity is beyond the
scope of this EIS. CVWD chooses to supply a portion of its
water from surface water sources, so groundwater is not its
only water supply. It is extremely unlikely that spills from the
Brightwater Treatment Plant would affect the CVWD water
supply aquifer because the treatment plant is not only down-
gradient, but also separated from the water supply aquifer by
a near-surface, shallow, unconfined aquifer and a low
permeability layer before the aquifer that appears to be
connected to the up-gradient Cross Valley Aquifer is reached.
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS
provides a summary of the inter-relations between area water
bodies, as well as groundwater impact analyses conducted for
the conveyance lines and treatment plant locations for both
the construction and operations periods of the Brightwater
System. As shown by these analyses, no significant adverse
impacts to groundwater resources are expected during either
construction or operations of the Brightwater System.

Response to Comment C5-32

A supplemental subsurface exploration program was
conducted at the Route 9 site between the Draft and Final
EIS. This program, amongst other objectives, conducted in
situ testing and gathered soil samples to evaluate the
liquefaction potential at the Route 9 site. Please refer to
Chapter 4 of the Final EIS for discussions on the minimal
liquefaction potential encountered in site borings.

Response to Comment C5-33

A general analysis of potential down-gradient impacts was
conducted, both with respect to groundwater drawdown and
contamination potential. In general, potential effects are
expected to be minimal, to be managed with standard
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construction approaches, and likely to be limited to the near-surface
groundwater aquifer. In addition, the groundwater removed as part of
construction dewatering would be managed at the ground surface,
treated if necessary, and re-introduced into the natural earth/aquifer
system. Also, if private water supply wells are adversely impacted, King
County would implement a Potable Water Supply Program in response,
as described in Chapter 17 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C5-34

The Draft EIS was in error in that these wells are owned by the
Woodinville Water District, not the City of Woodinville. The Final EIS
revises this statement and reflects the correct ownership of the
Woodinville Water District wells.

Response to Comment C5-35

The inter-relationship between the Cross Valley Water District
hydrogeology, its water use, and the Brightwater Treatment Plant, if
located at the Route 9 site, are discussed in detail in Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS. The information, data, and
numerical analyses summarized in Appendix 6-B indicate that no
significant impacts to the Cross Valley Water District wells will occur
as a result of construction or operation if the Brightwater Treatment
Plant is constructed at the Route 9 site. Also, please refer to the response
to the Washington State Department of Ecology, Comment W5-15,
which provides a summary of Appendix 6-B.
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Response to Comment C5-36

Typically, air dispersion modeling is performed during the
permitting phase, and 1 year of onsite data is used if
available. At times, screening-level air dispersion modeling is
done for the EIS. For a screening-level analysis,
meteorological data from the nearest offsite meteorological
station are used as no onsite meteorological data is typically
available. This is a routine procedure and is accepted by the
Washington State Department of Ecology and the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency. 

For the Brightwater Final EIS, the meteorological data used
in the air dispersion modeling analysis were above and
beyond what is typically used. Meteorological stations were
installed at both the Route 9 and Unocal locations in July
2002 to gather site-specific data. Nine months of data were
gathered prior to the preparation of the Final EIS (1 year of
data was not yet available when the modeling was
performed). In addition, 4 years of meteorological data from
Paine Field were analyzed. Two separate model runs were
conducted for each site, one using the site-specific data and
one using the Paine Field data. Using both data sets, the
worst-case data from each meteorological station were
modeled. Again, this is more analysis than is typically
performed for an EIS.

By utilizing both the site-specific data and the Paine Field
data, the model predicted worst-case maximum impacts for
any single hour of meteorological data from the combined
data set. The Paine Field data had a greater frequency of very
stable or worst-case conditions than did the site-specific data.
All the meteorological data, including the worst-case
meteorological conditions, were modeled. The model will
typically over predict worst-case impacts, so by using the
Paine Field data (which has more worst-case days) with the
site-specific data, an extra degree of conservatism was
incorporated into the modeling. Additional information can
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be found in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of
the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C5-37

The air quality impact analysis included airborne pollutants and odors
due to local topographic and atmospheric conditions, as well as possible
treatment plant failure. Please refer to Chapter 5 and Appendix 5-A,
Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C5-38

The plant would have one redundant scrubber at each odor prevention
area (e.g., headworks and primaries, aeration basins, etc.) for a total of
six redundant units. Redundant chemical feed and chemical
recirculation pumps would also be provided. Chemical scrubbers and
carbon adsorption units are widely used and are reliable odor control
systems provided that the scrubbers are maintained and the carbon
replaced before breakthrough. 

Reliability history of chemical scrubbers is not information that is
required for SEPA adequacy. SEPA regulations require that probable
impacts be addressed, but not those that merely have a possibility of
occurring, but are remote or speculative (WAC 197-11-782). The
probability of failure of the redundant scrubber system is remote and
speculative. The scrubbers would be monitored and tested regularly to
ensure that they are performing as designed. Additional information on
monitoring is included in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C5-39

The emissions from StockPot are far greater than the predicted
emissions from the treatment plant. This is based on the fact that
StockPot has no odor control system in place and emits process air that
can be detected at varying distances from the site. The emissions from
the Brightwater Treatment Plant would have extensive odor control
systems (three stages plus a carbon scrubber). The system would treat
the process air so that the odor is non-detectable at the plant’s property
line. Also, King County may relocate StockPot if that site is selected.

Response to Comment C5-40

Breakdowns are expected to occur infrequently and development of a
specific timetable is not possible. 

• Chemical and carbon scrubbers are proven odor control systems that
are reliable. However, the Brightwater Treatment Plant odor
prevention system would have redundant units that would increase
the reliability and mitigate the breakdowns. It is not anticipated that
the treatment plant would ever be in operation without the odor
prevention system. 

• The length of time that the odor would be present during an
inversion is variable. Inversions were modeled, under worst-case
odor conditions, and no offsite odor impacts were predicted. 

• The amount of odor that would be emitted, at the treatment plant
based on the 99.99 percent hydrogen sulfide removal, was modeled.
Under worst-case conditions, the property line concentrations are
below the detection threshold for odor from hydrogen sulfide, and
ammonia and, therefore, are non-detectable.
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Response to Comment C5-41

There are no longer secondary clarifiers for the Brightwater
Treatment Plant, and the odor prevention systems are the
same at both the Route 9 and Unocal sites.

Response to Comment C5-42

A qualitative comparison of Brightwater to other treatment
plants and details of the odor prevention system are in
included in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment
Plant, of the Final EIS. A survey of other similar treatment
plants and their odor control systems is included in the report
titled Brightwater Siting Project Phase 3 Documentation,
November 2002. Brightwater would be designed to prevent
offsite odors even under worst-case conditions. The odor
prevention facilities include odor control systems for the
biosolids haul trucks. The trucks would be ventilated to an
odor control system while in the staging area. The trucks
would have covers that are designed to limit odors from
escaping.

Response to Comment C5-43

Brightwater’s odor criterion is to have no offsite odors. The
selected technologies and the odor prevention approach could
achieve that goal as described in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air
Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C5-44

Tarps over the biosolids are designed to limit odors from the
biosolids trucks as they exit the treatment plant and travel to
reuse sites. Please refer to the response to The Washington
Tea Party, Comment O14-85, for details on odor control for
the biosolids trucks.

Response to Comment C5-45

The property line odor concentrations predicted under worst-
case conditions are below the initial detection thresholds for
odor, hydrogen sulfide, and ammonia and significantly below
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the recognition thresholds for those three parameters as described in
Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.
The predicted Brightwater concentrations are compared to accepted
detection thresholds using standard test methods. King County does not
believe that development of a separate test methodology for Brightwater
is necessary or the right approach. The detection threshold approach
used is valid and accepted in the industry and by agencies. The worst-
case condition modeling results show that the concentrations at the
property line are sufficiently under the detection thresholds, which
ensures that Brightwater would not produce offsite odors. A description
of other predictive models considered, but not used, is included in
Appendix 5-A.

References:

Odor Control for Brightwater Treatment Facility Technical
Memorandum (November 2002) 

Odor Modeling Approach for the Brightwater Treatment Facility
Technical Memorandum (November 2002)
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Response to Comment C5-46

In the Final EIS odor and ammonia were considered in
addition to hydrogen sulfide. Odor is a measurement of all
the odorous compounds in emissions from a wastewater
treatment plant (e.g., hydrogen sulfide, ammonia, reduced
sulfur compounds, amines, fatty acids, etc.). The odor
detection threshold and predicted worst-case property line
odor concentrations are described in Appendix 5-A, Odor and
Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C5-47

Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-85.

Response to Comment C5-48

Dispersion modeling of emissions from the Route 9 site is
included in the Final EIS. Site-specific meteorological data
from the Route 9 site were used in the odor dispersion
modeling performed for the Final EIS and described in
Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant.

The emissions from StockPot are far greater than predicted
emissions from the treatment plant. This is based on the fact
that StockPot has no odor control system in place and emits
process air that can be detected at varying distances from the
site. The emissions from the Brightwater Treatment Plant
would have extensive odor control systems (three stages plus
a carbon scrubber). The system would treat the process air so
that the odor is non-detectable at the plant’s property line.
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Response to Comment C5-49

King County has provided additional information about the
dispersion modeling procedures used and the meteorological
data used in the odor and air quality modeling in Appendix 5-
A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.
As mentioned in the Draft EIS, meteorological data are being
collected from two monitoring stations, one located at the
Unocal site and one at the Route 9 site. The intent has been to
collect 12 months of data that will be used in the modeling
for the Notice of Construction permit. At the time of the Final
EIS, 9 months of data had been collected, which has been
used for the odor and air modeling for the Final EIS. In
addition, 4 years of data from Paine Field has also been
modeled. The Paine Field data provide the model with
additional potential weather patterns to evaluate. Please refer
to the Final EIS for additional information on this subject.

Response to Comment C5-50

The information requested on the Las Vegas, San Francisco,
Vancouver, and San Diego wastewater treatment plants is not
required by SEPA for the Brightwater Final EIS. However,
much of this information has been compiled and can be found
in the odor survey completed for the report titled Brightwater
Siting Project, Phase 3 Documentation (November 2002).

References:

Odor Control for Brightwater Treatment Facility Technical
Memorandum (November 2002) 

Odor Modeling Approach for the Brightwater Treatment
Facility Technical Memorandum (November 2002)

Response to Comment C5-51

Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the
Final EIS discusses the odor control technologies evaluated,
including thermal oxidation and the procedure used to select
the chosen technology for the plant. The section also
compares the proposed treatment plant to other existing
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treatment plants. Thermal oxidation has the associated negatives of
needing to consume energy in the form of fuel and the generation of
combustion emissions.

Response to Comment C5-52

Tarps over the biosolids are designed to limit odors from the biosolids
trucks as they exit the treatment plant and travel to reuse sites. Also, the
trucks will generally travel during off-peak hours. The exact method of
odor control has not yet been determined. The concept of pressurizing
trucks is being considered. Please refer to the response to The
Washington Tea Party, Comment O14-85, for details on odor control for
the biosolids trucks.

Response to Comment C5-53

Odor control during digester cleaning would be done using a dedicated
odor control system. The digesters would be ventilated and the process
air treated in a carbon adsorption system. All liquids processes that are
covered will also have dedicated maintenance air systems that would be
used during basin cleaning. No processes would be without odor control
during both normal operations and during maintenance.
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Response to Comment C5-54

The proposed split flow membrane bioreactor (MBR) process
is described in detail in Appendix 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant and Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. The split
flow process would allow the MBR process to be configured
to accommodate a daily flow in excess of the average wet
weather flow (AWWF), but below the peak day flows. The
maximum capacity that could be treated by the MBR is
termed the secondary treatment, or split flow, threshold.
Flows in excess of the secondary treatment threshold
constitute a split flow that would be routed around the MBR.
The split flow would be treated using an alternative process
better suited to hydraulic peaks, such as ballasted
sedimentation. The split flow would be blended with the
MBR effluent and disinfected prior to discharge.

The proposed layout reserves additional space to convert the
MBR system to a conventional activated sludge system with
secondary clarifiers if so desired in the future. There is room
for future expansion to 54 mgd as well. There is also room
reserved for scrubbers for odor control.

Response to Comment C5-55

Additional information on the modeling procedures used to
determine impacts are provided in Appendix 5-A, Odor and
Air Quality: Treatment Plant. The section provides
information on why certain modeling procedures were chosen
over other modeling procedures and the input parameters
used in the modeling.

Response to Comment C5-56

Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-85.

Response to Comment C5-57

The Brightwater project would include mitigation for impacts
due to construction traffic. Minimal impacts are anticipated
for truck trips during operation of the Route 9 site, so a direct
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access to SR-522 is not being considered. Other mitigation would be
proposed as listed in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS. The mitigation
measures would be coordinated with the local jurisdiction during the
permitting process.

Response to Comment C5-58

Four stages of scrubbing would be used: three chemical stages followed
by a carbon stage. Five stages are not necessary to meet the goal of no
offsite odors. This can be met using the proposed four-stage system.

Response to Comment C5-59

Significant reforestation of the Route 9 site is proposed. The specific
species of trees and plants that would be planted is a refinement that
would occur in the design phase. Fragrant vegetation may be
considered. 

Response to Comment C5-60

For updated information on air quality please refer to Chapter 5 of the
Final EIS. Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5, regarding mitigation suggestions.

Response to Comment C5-61

The Final EIS contains substantial new information on potential impacts
to streams during construction and operation. This new information
includes more specificity on stormwater management during
construction and operation, and on the potential impacts of and
mitigation for dewatering. Please refer to the response to the
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Comment W4-21, for
more information on dewatering. The re-introduction of clean,
dewatered water to Little Bear Creek would minimize flow impacts.
Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department Natural
and Resources, Comment W3-123, for information on the use of
enhanced treatment of stormwater to minimize impacts, including
turbidity, to fish-bearing streams. Chapters 6 and 7 of the Final EIS also
provide more information on impacts and mitigation for surface water
and plants, animals, and wetlands. With respect to consistency with
Endangered Species Act (ESA) “strategies,” King County is currently
consulting with NOAA Fisheries (formerly National Marine Fisheries

Service) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to assess potential
impacts to listed species as part of the permitting process for the project.
As part of this process, King County will be preparing a Biological
Assessment to help comply with Section 7 of the ESA.
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Response to Comment C5-62

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS text has been revised to reflect the
location of the lower 1.8 miles of Little Bear Creek within the
City of Woodinville.

Response to Comment C5-63

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS text has been revised to clarify that
Snohomish County uses a five-tiered stream typing system,
which classifies Type 1 waters as those waters inventoried as
Shorelines of the State pursuant to RCW Chapter 90.58.
Shorelines of the State include shorelines downstream of a
point where the mean annual flow is 20 cubic feet per second.
King County and the City of Woodinville use a three-tiered
stream typing system, also classifying Class 1 waters as
Shorelines of the State pursuant to RCW Chapter 90.58.
Following jurisdictional boundaries, Little Bear Creek is
classified as a Class 1 stream from the mouth to 132nd
Avenue NE. From 132nd Avenue NE to the King/Snohomish
County line, Little Bear Creek is classified as a Class 2
stream. Little Bear Creek is classified as a WA DNR Type 2
stream from the county line to 51st Avenue SE, including the
segment of the stream that flows adjacent to the Route 9
treatment plant site.

Response to Comment C5-64

Water quality in Little Bear Creek in the vicinity of the Route
9 site is monitored by Snohomish County Surface Water
Management. Snohomish County’s monitoring of Little Bear
Creek includes collection of fecal coliform data at several
locations along the stream, and includes 2003 data. King
County is currently working with the Washington State
Department of Ecology to provide the agency with water
quality data for portions of this stream located in King
County.
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Response to Comment C5-65

The Final EIS includes additional information on impacts to the fish-
rearing pond, including the source of flow. Additional information on
mitigation is provided in the project descriptions in Chapters 3 and 7 of
the Final EIS. Information on existing conditions in the rearing pond is
provided in Appendix 7-A, Affected Environment: Plants and Animals,
of the Final EIS. 

Overall, the pond may be accessible during higher flow periods in the
late winter and early spring, but low water quality and high summer
temperatures are anticipated to limit year-round use of the pond by
salmonid fish. The proposed project removes the fish-rearing pond. The
project would mitigate for impacts due to this removal by improving
fish habitat functions and wetlands on the site. This would be
accomplished by re-routing streams to the north and south of the site
and by enhancing and creating wetlands (refer to Figures in Chapter 3).
These enhancements would be designed to result in a net increase in the
quality of fish habitat compared to the habitat provided by the current
fish-rearing pond. Mitigation and enhancement plans are being
coordinated with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Snohomish
County, the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife, and
other agencies. Mitigation and enhancement plans would be developed
in greater detail as more design on the treatment plant is completed.

Response to Comment C5-66

The Route 9 site would replace a large area with numerous
commercial/industrial activities, most of which do not have stormwater
management facilities. The project would construct a large stormwater
management system that would treat and detain all runoff from this area.
The area up-gradient of the project site is nearly 300 acres, about three
times the area of the project site itself. Most of the up-gradient area is in
rural land uses. SR-522, the largest single facility in this up-gradient
area, was recently reconstructed; its stormwater runoff currently
receives treatment. Up-gradient flows, such as the watercourses flowing
across the project site, are typically diverted around a project site, and
this is the strategy proposed for this project.

Opportunities may exist to develop regional stormwater facilities in
conjunction with the Washington State Department of Transportation
(WSDOT). WSDOT is planning to widen SR-9, along the western
boundary of the Route 9 site. King County will review the feasibility of
either providing WSDOT land for treatment of highway runoff or
developing joint stormwater treatment facilities to treat runoff from both
the highway and the treatment plant.
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Response to Comment C5-67

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS text has been revised to discuss
aspects of potential emergency overflows. The impacts of an
emergency overflow could include temporary but significant
increases in fecal coliform bacteria, temperature, biological
oxygen demand, turbidity, and total suspended solids and a
decrease in dissolved oxygen. As the overflow is located near
the mouth of the Sammamish River in Lake Washington, the
impacts would be short lived due to dilution within the lake.
The duration of the emergency overflow is unknown because
it would vary depending on the size and nature of the
emergency. However, the existing storage capacity plus the
new influent tunnel would provide a minimum of six hours of
wastewater storage before an overflow would occur.
Considering that the Sammamish River is listed on the 1998
303(d) list for fecal coliform bacteria in several locations,
continued emergency spills under the No Action Alternative
could impact efforts to resolve fecal coliform issues in the
Sammamish River. Construction of the Brightwater facilities
would reduce the likelihood of this event occurring because
of the increased capacity and flexibility in the proposed
system. Following project construction, emergency overflow
events would have a likelihood of occurrence of less than 1 in
100 years through Phase 1 (2010 to 2040) and less than 1 in
75 years at Phase 2 completion (2050). Please refer to
Appendix 3-E, Flow Management and Safety Relief Point, of
the Final EIS for additional information.

Response to Comment C5-68

Updated stormwater detention and water quality treatment
volumes for the Route 9 site can be found in the Chapter 6
and Appendix 6-D, Permanent Stormwater Management at
the Treatment Plant Sites, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C5-69

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-15, and Appendix 6-
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B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS for a detailed discussion
of this issue.

Response to Comment C5-70

King County acknowledges the resource value of Little Bear Creek, and
is committed to implementing stringent measures to avoid impacts to
this important stream. However, with any major construction project,
there is the potential for accidental releases of sediments, even with the
most stringently applied erosion and sediment control measures. The
potential for these releases is low. The statement in the Draft EIS is a
disclosure of a potential worst-case scenario that could occur under rare
circumstances that are difficult to predict. The Final EIS text has been
revised to reflect additional site-specific evaluation at the Route 9 site.

Best management practices to control erosion and avoid sedimentation
would be implemented, in accordance with state and local guidelines.
These measures are described in detail in Chapter 6. During
construction, onsite monitoring of the erosion control facilities would be
actively carried out by King County in accordance with the project
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) approved by the
Washington State Department of Ecology and the local agency
(Snohomish County or the City of Edmonds). This would include daily
inspections of erosion control measures during the wet season, and
weekly inspections during the dry season and following larger storm
events. Discharges of treated stormwater would be monitored for
turbidity, pH, and any other parameters identified in the monitoring plan
as part of the SWPPP. The stream receiving runoff from the treatment
plant site (Little Bear Creek for the Route 9 site or Willow Creek for the
Unocal site) would be monitored for turbidity weekly during the dry
season, and daily during the wet season, both upstream and downstream
of the inflows from the project site during the construction period. If
increases in turbidity levels in the creek exceed 5 NTUs due to project
discharges, measures would be undertaken to reduce turbidity levels to
meet state water quality standards. These measures could include
advanced stormwater treatment as necessary to reduce the turbidity of
the site discharge(s) to compliant levels. More information can be found
in Appendix 6-C, Management of Water Quality During Construction at
the Treatment Plant Sites, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C5-71

A geomorphic study of the Little Bear Creek channel in the vicinity of
the project site has been completed. That study documents little active
stream erosion. As a result of stormwater detention provided by the
project, peak flows in Little Bear Creek would decline slightly, which is
a beneficial effect. More information can be found in Appendix 6-E,
Route 9 Site Runoff Effects on the Geomorphology of Little Bear
Creek. Also, please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-4.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS         City of Woodinville (C5)

Brightwater Final EIS 699

Response to Comment C5-72

Although site preparation could take up to 3 years, the
associated sedimentation impacts are considered to be
temporary impacts . 

All stream relocation would occur in accordance with the
permit conditions and requirements imposed by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Washington State Department of
Fish and Wildlife, NOAA Fisheries and/or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, and Snohomish County. Permit conditions
are intended to protect sensitive resources during and
following construction. Permit conditions would likely limit
construction to work windows that avoid critical spawning
and migration periods. Flows in the channel being
reconstructed would be temporarily diverted upstream of the
construction activity, piped or otherwise routed around all
disturbed areas, and discharged downstream in accordance
with applicable permit requirements. 

Following construction and vegetation, flow diversion to the
relocated stream channels would be delayed for 3 to 6 months
to allow for their stabilization. This would minimize the
chance for sedimentation occurring in the new channels after
flows are returned. Based upon past experience with new
stream channels, sedimentation is expected to return to
background levels after the first season and is not expected to
affect existing spawning beds. It is anticipated that at least a
portion of the relocated streams would provide additional
high-quality spawning and rearing habitat.

Response to Comment C5-73

Please refer to the response to Comment C5-66 in this letter.

Response to Comment C5-74

The stormwater facility would be an integral part of the
treatment plant site development. The backup power facilities
for the treatment plant are described in Chapter 8 of the Final
EIS.
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Response to Comment C5-75

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comments W5-9 and W5-15, relative to groundwater analyses
and effects on Little Bear Creek from conveyance pipelines and the
treatment plant, if located at the Route 9 site.

Response to Comment C5-76

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comments W5-9, W5-15 and W5-40. Additional detail is
provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater.

Response to Comment C5-77

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-43. 
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Response to Comment C5-78

Appendix 7-B, Route 9 Sensitive Areas Technical Report, of
the Final EIS summarizes Washington State Department of
Fish and Wildlife chinook spawning data for Little Bear
Creek. This report indicates that chinook are known to spawn
upstream of NE 205th Street in Snohomish County. Chapter
7, of the Final EIS, has also been revised to include an impact
analysis for special status species on the Route 9 site and in
adjacent Little Bear Creek.

Response to Comment C5-79

According to Snohomish County (Middaugh, personal
communication, 2003), fish are precluded from accessing
228th Street Creek, Channel B by an L-shaped pipe. Channel
B is piped through the project site; no fish habitat exists in
this piped section of stream.

Reference:

Middaugh, Randy, Senior Biologist, Snohomish County
Personal Communication, telephone conversation with Linda
Krippner, Adolfson Associates, March 2003.

Response to Comment C5-80

King County recognizes the potential fish habitat in
Unnamed Creek; this recognition has been incorporated into
the mitigation design in the Final EIS. The stream would be
rerouted and enhanced through the planned stream and
wetland mitigation area on the north portion of the site and
directed to a fish passable culvert beneath SR-9 to Little Bear
Creek. Refer to the mitigation section of Chapter 7 in the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment C5-81

Text indicating that Little Bear Creek flows through the City
of Woodinville before entering the Sammamish River has
been added to Chapter 7 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment C5-82

Current conceptual mitigation plans largely focus on mitigation for
impacts to sensitive areas on treatment plant and portal sites. Mitigation
is proposed to occur either on sites, or in the immediate vicinity of sites.
This approach is consistent with regulatory direction provided by local,
state, and federal permitting agencies, which typically focus on
replacing lost functions, either onsite or in the same watershed sub-
basin. Impacts to the Sammamish River during construction would be
limited to construction of the proposed safety relief point. King County
recognizes the value of the Sammamish River for salmonids and will
work with permitting agencies to appropriately mitigate these impacts.
Refer to Chapter 7 of the Final EIS for more information on impacts and
potential mitigation measures.
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Response to Comment C5-83

Projected habitat losses have changed substantially since
publication of the Draft EIS. As presently proposed, habitat
losses on the Route 9 site would be offset by restoration and
enhancement of wetland, stream buffer, and upland habitats
on the north and south portions of the site. Detailed habitat
restoration and enhancement plans will be developed during
the permitting process. Please refer to Chapters 3 and 7 of the
Final EIS for an updated description of the proposed habitat
restoration designs for the Route 9 site. 

 “Acceptable” levels of impact are largely discretionary but
can depend on individual species or habitat types, varying
spatial or temporal scales, and feasibility of mitigation. King
County intends to minimize impacts to wildlife species and
habitat wherever feasible, and to appropriately mitigate for
impacts.

Response to Comment C5-84

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Fish and Wildlife, Comment W4-8.

Response to Comment C5-85

Based on new studies and stormwater plans, the Final EIS
clarifies that impacts from stormwater are expected to be
minimal. This is due to the use of enhanced treatment to
address turbidity and other water quality concerns, and to
guidelines recommending limitations on discharge to surface
waters. Please refer to the responses to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-195 and the
Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife,
Comment W4-37.

Response to Comment C5-86

The proposed reconfiguration of up to eight watercourses on
the Route 9 site would be independent of proposed
stormwater discharges. As described in the Draft EIS, these
watercourses are currently piped and/or degraded in terms of



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS         City of Woodinville (C5)

Brightwater Final EIS 704

stream course conditions, habitat value, and water quality. Relocation of
these watercourses into a consolidated stream/wetland restoration area
would provide the potential for improved water quality and habitat
conditions. Please refer to Chapter 7 for a more detailed discussion of
proposed watercourse relocation and enhancement efforts. Please refer
to Appendix 6-J, Summer Season Temperature Effects of Stormwater
Ponds on Receiving Streams, for a discussion of measures to reduce
stormwater pond thermal effects upon streams.

Response to Comment C5-87

As was noted in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIS, one of the overriding
purposes of the Brightwater project is to reduce the frequency and
volume of emergency overflows that would occur within the existing
system north of Lake Washington and the Sammamish River. Therefore,
it is anticipated that with implementation of this project, emergency
overflows would be reduced substantially compared to existing or future
conditions, thereby minimizing adverse impacts to surface water quality
and related adverse affects to aquatic or terrestrial species.

In Chapter 7 of the Final EIS, the text has been revised to indicate that
terrestrial species in the vicinity of an emergency overflow discharge to
the Sammamish River may be temporarily adversely affected if they are
engaged in activities within the surface water of the river. For example,
terrestrial species engaged in feeding activity may become temporarily
ill from incidental ingestion of surface water contaminated with
pathogens. Terrestrial species would likely avoid the area of discharge,
thereby minimizing any temporary illness. Death of terrestrial species is
not likely to occur. Toxicants in sewage water discharged to the
Sammamish River would not be concentrated enough to cause acute
toxicity in terrestrial species due to incidental ingestion.

Response to Comment C5-88

The term “cleaner condition” is intended to indicate that, over time,
impacts from overflows would be flushed and dispersed by flows from
the Sammamish River and through Lake Washington, allowing surface
water quality to return to pre-overflow quality. More information on the
frequency and water quality impacts of overflows, including the
modeled extent of water quality impacts and specific water quality

parameters is included in Chapter 6 and Appendix 3-E, Flow
Management and Safety Relief Point, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C5-89

With safety measures that have been incorporated into the plant design,
Brightwater would likely pose no greater risks to water resources than
an office park would. Contaminated runoff (containing fecal coliforms,
metals, detergents, and process chemicals) that may occur at certain
locations will be hydraulically isolated and directed to an isolated sump
or be routed to the treatment plant, where it will be fully treated and
discharged in the effluent line. The facility would also have spill
containment berms to minimize the impacts from accidental chemical
spills. Redundant power systems and a bypass line would allow influent
to be routed around the plant in the event of a failure. For more
information about stormwater treatment on the site, refer to Appendix 6-
D, Permanent Stormwater Management at the Treatment Plant Sites. All
stormwater treatment will be designed to meet state and federal water
quality standards.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS         City of Woodinville (C5)

Brightwater Final EIS 705

Response to Comment C5-90

Appendix 7-A, Affected Environment: Plants and Animals,
of the Final EIS includes a discussion of applicable
regulations and management plans and programs for salmon
preservation. The Route 9 site is currently within and under
the jurisdiction of Snohomish County. Should the site be
incorporated into the City of Woodinville in the future, King
County would work with the City of Woodinville to obtain
all applicable permits and approvals and to address plans and
programs for salmon preservation.

Response to Comment C5-91

The Brightwater Treatment Plant would have the ability to
generate energy using both diesel generators and turbines, or
reciprocating engines, or fuel cells. The diesel generators
would provide backup power. The turbines/engines/fuel cells
would be able to run on either natural gas or digester gas, and
would have a capacity of approximately 6 MW for the 36-
mgd plant. The quantity of natural gas consumed would vary
as the cogeneration turbines would also be powered by
digester gas (up to 700 kW for 36 mgd) under normal
operations. Natural gas would be used as a backup energy
source to run the entire facility (approximately 5,300 kW or
6,000 kW less 700 kW digester gas) if power were lost from
the grid.

The project to capture gas from the Cedar Hills Landfill,
scrub the gas, and sell it to Puget Sound Energy would be
independent from the Brightwater project. The captured gas
would not directly benefit any of King County’s treatment
plants, nor would the plants contribute to the development of
the Cedar Hills gas recovery project. The money to fund this
project would come from King County’s capital projects fund
and would not be Brightwater mitigation money. The landfill
gas recovery project would be constructed and operated by an
independent contractor. The contractor would sell the power 
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with the revenue for the sales returning to King County. This is a change
from what was stated in the Draft EIS.

Response to Comment C5-92

The goal to achieve a silver rating through the Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED) process is independent of the SEPA
process. It is mentioned in the energy section so the reader knows that
King County is committed to building the Brightwater Treatment Plant
using sustainable building practices. One of these practices is to design
the plant and choose equipment that promotes energy conservation.

Response to Comment C5-93

Please refer to the response to Comment C5-91 of this letter.
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Response to Comment C5-94

The Snohomish County Public Utility District would supply
the power to Brightwater and would not need to develop new
energy sources to do so as described in Chapter 8 of the Final
EIS. No coal-fired thermal or nuclear plants would be
required. In addition, the Brightwater Treatment Plant would
generate electricity using digester gas in cogeneration
turbines, reciprocating engines, or fuel cells. The plant would
also have the capability to use natural gas to generate power
using the equipment mentioned above. Both the reuse of
digester gas and the technologies considered to generate
power with the digester gas consider sustainability and green
technologies.

Response to Comment C5-95

Both a cogeneration facility and a standby emergency
generator would be provided at the Brightwater Treatment
Plant. The cogeneration facility would be used to supply
backup electricity during average wet weather flow if power
from the grid was not available. The cogeneration facility
would contain gas turbines, reciprocating engines, or fuel
cells that would provide electrical power using biogas (gas
produced during the treatment plant’s anaerobic digestion
process that contains mostly methane and carbon dioxide)
and natural gas as the fuel sources. It could operate on a
sustained basis due to the supply of natural gas.

One standby diesel generator would be provided for backup
power to serve essential life and safety needs, including
critical lighting and ventilation. In addition to the energy
generation capacity described above, a dual feed electrical
service would be provided for redundancy and reliability.
Snohomish County Public Utility District would supply
electrical energy to the site from their Bonneville Power
Administration (BPA) SNO-KING substation via two
independent 115-kV electrical feeders. The BPA SNO-KING
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substation is a major, dual substation with primary power feeds from
BPA and auxiliary feeds from Seattle City Light and Puget Sound
Energy. This substation is the major electrical substation within
Snohomish County. It is considered extremely reliable and coupled with
the two independent, high voltage feeders to the plant, would provide
redundancy to meet permit requirements for reliability. Additional
information on both the cogeneration facility and the emergency
generator can be found in the Appendix 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant.

Response to Comment C5-96

Please refer to the response to Comment C5-95 of this letter.

Response to Comment C5-97

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-105,
regarding the applicability of local codes to hazardous materials. King
County recognizes that for facilities proposed to be located within the
Woodinville city limits, the City’s development review process includes
review of compliance with the Uniform Fire Code, among other code
provisions. This review is done in conjunction with the Woodinville
Fire and Life Safety District. 

Please refer to Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, of
the Final EIS for a description of the types and quantities of the
materials and chemicals that would be used in the treatment process. A
description of the delivery, handling, and storage facilities is also
provided in this section. If required by the local building and
construction permitting authority, a Hazardous Materials Inventory
Statement (HMIS) and Hazardous Materials Management Plan
(HMMP) would be developed.

Response to Comment C5-98

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Fire District No.
7, Comment S1-2.

Response to Comment C5-99

King County will be meeting with appropriate fire districts, those
districts that would serve the Brightwater System, during the end of

2003 and through 2004 to develop a plan for emergency services and
hazardous material protection for construction and operation of the
plant, conveyance and outfall. Woodinville Fire & Life Safety District
and Unincorporated Snohomish County Fire District No. 7 will be
among those included in discussions to ensure the proper planning and
implementation of the plan.

Response to Comment C5-100

Consistent with Washington State law (WAC 296-155), Snohomish
County Code, and King County Code, the identification of potential
hazards and plans for emergency response on construction sites would
be documented in a Site Specific Health and Safety Plan, prepared by
the contractor, reviewed and accepted by Snohomish County. During
construction, King County would conduct construction site safety
reviews to check that contractors are complying with the provisions of
the accepted Site Specific Health and Safety Plan (Wood, personal
communication, 2003). If warranted, a Construction Fire Protection Plan
would be incorporated as part of the Site Specific Health and Safety
Plan. Please refer to the response to Comment C5-97 in this letter.

Wood, Wyatt. 2003. Telephone conversation on June 17, 2003.
Construction Manager 3, Inspections and Scheduling. King County
Department of Natural Resources and Parks, Wastewater Treatment
Division.

Response to Comment C5-101

The EIS acknowledges that the Route 9 site is located within the Maltby
Unincorporated Urban Growth Area (UGA) in Snohomish County as
well as the City of Woodinville’s UGA. A summary of Woodinville fire
protection services is presented in Chapter 17 of the Final EIS.
Information on the Uniform Fire Code requirements has also been added
to Chapter 17. 

King County will coordinate with local jurisdictions and emergency
service providers during the permitting phase of the project to ensure
that service providers have adequate staffing, training, and equipment to
respond to emergencies associated with the construction and operation
of the Brightwater System. Construction of the Brightwater Treatment
Plant would not require local fire department staff onsite to monitor
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safety issues. It is not anticipated that additional fire and medical
staffing for local emergency service providers will be required as a
direct result of the Brightwater operations.
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Response to Comment C5-102

Please refer to the responses to Comments C5-97 and C5-100
of this letter. Additional information on types and quantities
of hazardous materials has been included in Chapter 9 of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment C5-103

Please refer to Chapter 9 of the Final EIS, which explains that
the quantities of hazardous materials stored and used would
exceed threshold levels established by the Uniform Fire Code
and would therefore require permitting from the applicable
local fire authority. Such permitting application procedures
may require the development of a Hazardous Materials
Inventory Statement (HMIS). An HMIS has not been
prepared at this time. Also, please refer to the responses to
Comments C5-97 and C5-100 in this letter.
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Response to Comment C5-104

No noise code violations will occur as a result of construction
or operation. Construction and operation of the facilities is
intended to be in conformance with all noise codes, including
the City of Woodinville and Snohomish County.
Construction contract requirements and operating noise
mitigation incorporated in the design phase will prevent noise
violations. More detailed requirements are described in
Chapter 10 of the Final EIS, including specifications of noise
limits for certain construction equipment and contractor
requirements to meet specific noise codes. Also, please refer
to the response to the Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services, Comment S3-133. 

Construction noise is discussed separately from operation
noise in Appendix 10-A, Noise and Vibration: Treatment
Plant. The current published Snohomish County Code, Title
10, Chapter 10.01, Noise Control, indicates that noise sources
on industrial land use areas may not produce continuous
noise levels in excess of 50 dBA on residential land use
during the hours of 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. The code requirement is
based on determination of the designated land uses of the
source and of the sensitive receptors. The nearest sensitive
receiving properties are in residential land use areas. The
Brightwater Treatment Plant would be located within the
industrial land use as defined in the Snohomish County Code.
Therefore, operations noise of 50 dBA would not exceed the
Snohomish County Code.

Response to Comment C5-105

Construction activities will meet the requirements of the
Snohomish County noise code. If a contractor wants to
extend hours outside the construction hours allowed in the
code, then an exemption permit request and consideration
must be exercised. If an exemption permit is not granted, the
contractor cannot extend construction hours outside of the
hours allowed by the code. Daytime hours of 7 a.m. to 10
p.m. are exempt from noise regulation of construction
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activities in Snohomish County Code, Article 10.01.050 (2)(a). If an
exemption permit is required, construction noise levels under the
exemption permit will be the same as noise levels allowed for industrial
noise source land use in the same time period. This will limit the
construction activities or require appropriate noise mitigation during
those hours outside of exempt hours, should an exemption permit be
granted.

Appendix 10-A, Noise and Vibration: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS
has been modified to describe the exemption permit process and
accompanying conditions.

Response to Comment C5-106

It is probable that nighttime construction would take place at primary
portal siting locations for the conveyance facilities, if permitted by the
jurisdiction. Construction outside of the exempt daytime noise period
from 7 a.m. to 10 p.m., which could result from construction schedule
delays, would only be considered through the exemption permit process.
The Snohomish County Code, 10.01, Noise Control, Section 10.01.050,
includes a process for application and consideration of a “Public
Disturbance Exemption Permit”, which could be exercised for
construction activities outside of the exempt daytime hours. The
exemption permit process provides for posting and notification of
adjacent property owners, to solicit comments on the application. The
administrator would follow the Code for consideration of public
comments.

Response to Comment C5-107

Please refer to the response to Comment C5-105 of this letter. Refer to
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for a description of the construction schedule
and sequence.
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Response to Comment C5-108

Residential land uses 100 feet west of construction activity
noise could be subject to peak noise levels of 85 dBA during
the daytime hours of 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. This has been
identified as an impact and mitigation is summarized in the
Impact Summary table in Chapter 10 of the Final EIS. Also,
please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-133.

Specific mitigation of vibration from construction activities
and operation has been added to the Final EIS. Vibratory or
sonic type pile driving is the only practical mitigation
available for pile driving and could reduce transmitted
vibration to at least half of the levels resulting from impact
pile driving according to U.S. Department of Transportation,
Federal Railroad Administration, Office of Railroad
Development, High-speed Ground Transportation Noise and
Vibration Impact Assessment (December 1998). Other
construction activities with vibration impacts, such as
excavation and truck movement, will have lower impacts
than pile driving and can only be partially mitigated by
limiting the time-of-day of occurrences and the proximity to
sensitive structures on residential land uses. Operational
vibration impacts will be mitigated by isolation of process
equipment vibratory forces from structure foundations.
Reciprocating engines for onsite power generation will also
be installed on heavy inertial foundations for mitigation of
vibration transmission to the ground.

Response to Comment C5-109

The Snohomish County noise code requirements referenced
in Section 10.2.2.2, of the Draft EIS require nighttime noise
limits of 42 dBA and 39 dBA for a noise source land use of
residential and rural, respectively. As noted in the response to
Comment C5-104 of this letter, the Brightwater treatment
facilities will conform to the definition of industrial land use
in the code, and not residential. The nearest noise sensitive
land uses are residential and the Snohomish County noise
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code requires a 50 dBA noise level limit for this receiving land use,
from an industrial land use source. The plant operational noise would be
controlled by design to meet the Snohomish County regulations; the
technologies to achieve these levels are described in Appendix 10-A,
Noise and Vibration: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. Please refer to
the response to the Snohomish County Planning and Development
Services, Comment S3-132, which addresses the control of specific
contributing process equipment noise.

The Final EIS text has been revised to describe nighttime noise levels
required by the applicable codes for residential receiving land uses and
industrial source land uses. The 39 dBA operational noise level design
criterion was established for the Unocal site as a 5 dBA limited increase
in the existing minimum ambient noise level. This was established
because the minimum ambient noise level at the Unocal site (34 dBA) is
below the 50 dBA noise level allowed by the Edmonds Municipal code.
For the Final EIS, this same approach has been applied to the Route 9
site, but still results in an operational noise level design criteria of 50
dBA, which is 5 dBA above the minimum measured ambient noise level
of 45 dBA. This is because the treatment plant operation does not have
the ability to reduce ambient noise levels.

Response to Comment C5-110

Please refer to the response to Comment C5-109 of this letter. The Final
EIS text has been revised to note that no exemption permit is needed for
operational noise levels at the Route 9 site. Noise ordinances of the
various jurisdictions would not be exceeded for operation of the
Brightwater facilities.
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Response to Comment C5-111

A discussion of existing land use and Woodinville’s
Comprehensive Plan policies as they relate to Brightwater
was included in Chapter 11 in the Draft EIS and under the
Regulatory Environment and Impacts and Mitigation sections
in the Final EIS. It includes a discussion of both Snohomish
County and City of Woodinville Comprehensive Plan
policies relating to the current comprehensive plan
designations for the Route 9 site, Urban Growth Areas,
annexation, and siting of essential public facilities.

Response to Comment C5-112

Please refer to the response to Comment C5-111 of this letter.

Response to Comment C5-113

Please refer to the response to Comment C5-111 of this letter.
The analysis of impacts related to the Route 9 site has been
revised in the Final EIS to include a more detailed discussion
of land use compatibility with the City of Woodinville
Comprehensive Plan and Municipal Code. This new
information is included in Chapter 11 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C5-114

Thank you for your comment. The referenced text has been
changed to reflect these and other edits.

Response to Comment C5-115

Shoreline Master Programs are only discussed when there is a
potential for Brightwater to impact shorelines. The portion of
Little Bear Creek and its tributary that are affected by the
Route 9 site are both located outside the City of
Woodinville’s Urban Growth Area, and neither of these
streams is large enough to be regulated by a Shoreline Master
Program.
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Response to Comment C5-116

Please refer to the responses to Comments C5-3 and C5-24 of
this letter.

Response to Comment C5-117

Although Brightwater is classified as an Essential Public
Facility, it also meets the intent of industrial zone that is “to
provide for the location and grouping of enterprises and
activities involving manufacturing, assembly, fabrication,
processing, bulk handling and storage, research facilities,
warehousing and heavy trucking” (WMC 21.04.130).
Brightwater would also be compatible with adjacent
industrial uses in the project vicinity.

Response to Comment C5-118

Please refer to the response to Comments C5-14 and C5-24 in
this letter. 

Response to Comment C5-119

Although the Route 9 site is located within the City of
Woodinville Urban Growth Area, the site cannot be
“governed” by the City’s codes and standards until the area is
annexed into the City. King County has directed its design
team for the Route 9 site to apply the appropriate City of
Woodinville aesthetic and community design standards, in
addition to the Snohomish County standards, to the project,
site, and facility design. 

As an industrially zoned property within Woodinville’s
UGA, the proposed facility will meet or exceed the industrial
land use goals for the area and exceed buffering standards for
industrial land uses as it has an average of 300 feet of
perimeter area available for buffering treatments along its
entire Route 9 frontage. This capacity to mitigate aesthetic
and visual impacts would enable the Brightwater Treatment
Plant to contribute in many ways to Woodinville and
Snohomish County goals for this important crossroads area:
the treatment plant would be a gateway or portal node for this
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area and contribute to the character and image expectations set for it by
the City of Woodinville and Snohomish County.

The Final EIS evaluates the consistency of Brightwater with City of
Woodinville design and aesthetic standards as found in:

1. Woodinville Municipal Code Chapter 21. Zoning Code: Chapter
21.12 Development Standards. Principal standards are for setbacks (25
to 50 feet depending on land use and/or roadway rights-of-way
adjacency), building height (45 feet without variance), and landscape
requirements (10 to 20 feet of either Type I [full screen - visual barrier]
or II landscaping [filtered screen - visual separator]). 

2. City of Woodinville Industrial Design Guidelines; IV Building
Design, 1.0 Community Scale, Architectural Scale, 3.0 Human Scale,
4.0 Building Details, 5.0 Materials, 6.0 Blank Walls, and 7.0
Mechanical Equipment and Service Areas; V. Landscape and Site
Design, 1.0 Landscape Concept, 2.0 Preferred Plant Materials, 3.0
Parking Lot Landscaping, 4.0 Retention of Significant Trees, and 5.0
Site Lighting 

Please refer to Chapter 12 for additional analysis and refined design
concepts at the Route 9 site.

Response to Comment C5-120

Please refer to the response to Comment C5-119 of this letter.
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Response to Comment C5-121

The City of Woodinville light and glare regulations have
been included in the list of referenced Codes included in the
Final EIS text. The proposed area lighting will comply with
the City’s regulations.

Response to Comment C5-122

Chapter 14 of the Final EIS has been revised to include a
discussion of the City of Woodinville’s park, recreation, and
open space service area boundary. Other chapters of the Final
EIS acknowledge that the 1,000-foot conveyance corridors
for both the Route 9-195th and 228th Street Systems fall
within the northwest city boundary of Woodinville, and these
chapters evaluate impacts and mitigation as a result of
construction within Woodinville.
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Response to Comment C5-123

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-145.

Response to Comment C5-124

Chapter 14 of the Final EIS has been revised to include
additional information on proposed amenities at the
Wellington Hills Golf Course; the proposed Seattle, Lake
Shore and Eastern Railroad (SLS&E) trail; the proposed
Little Bear Creek Trail Corridor and Neighborhood Trail
System (which extends south of Wellington Hills Golf
Course); and the proposed Little Bear Creek Lineal Park.

The Washington State Department of Transportation is
currently planning improvements along SR-9, directly
adjacent to the Route 9 site that would include road widening.
After completion of the project, the SR-9 shoulder would be
designated as a Class IV Bikeway (refer to Chapter 16 of the
Final EIS).

Although the proposed 195th Street Corridor passes near the
Woodinville High School campus, the conveyance pipeline
near this area would be buried at depths ranging from 45 to
450 feet deep. Construction activities associated with this
portion of the tunnel would occur at Portal 41 where the
tunnel boring machine (TBM) would be launched and at the
Route 9 site where the TBM and spoils would be retrieved.
As described in the Draft EIS analysis, minimal to no
aboveground impacts to school operations are expected from
construction-related noise, ground disturbance, dust, or odor.
Similar to Woodinville High School, the City of
Woodinville’s Resource Conservancy Park is not expected to
discern impacts from construction of the conveyance
pipeline. Refer to Chapter 5 and Chapter 10 of the Final EIS
for a discussion of odor and noise impacts from construction
to surrounding properties.
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Response to Comment C5-125

Odors would be below detection thresholds outside of the plant property
line for the proposed 36- and 54- (Route 9 and Unocal), or 72-mgd
(Unocal sub-alternative only) capacity even during peak odor events,
and, therefore, the plant would not smell.

Sensitive receptors are identified in this Final EIS in order to
acknowledge the presence of people that may have compromised
respiratory systems in the vicinity of the proposed wastewater treatment
plant. People with compromised respiratory systems may be more
sensitive to air pollutants that may or may not be odorous. The term
“sensitive receptor” is not meant to be applied to those who are more
likely to detect an odor. 

The Final EIS modeling includes additional receptor points at “sensitive
receptors” such as schools, parks, hospitals, retirement homes, senior
citizen, and daycare centers. For the Unocal site there are also multiple
receptors in the vicinity of the ferry terminal and on the lid of the
multimodal facility. Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment
Plant, of the Final EIS includes a table of added receptor points for
sensitive receptor locations. The table includes the following:

• Woodway Elementary School
• Landing Retirement Center 
• Kokanee Elementary School

Areas that are not specifically for seniors or children, such as the
Olympic Apartments, or locations where sensitive individuals would
typically not spend a significant amount of time each year, such as the
Wellington Hills recreational area located in the vicinity of the Route 9
site, were not included in the list of added sensitive receptors. However,
with receptors located every 330 feet, there is a receptor near all of these
locations, and if all of the receptor points are below the significant
impact level, then the areas in between the receptor points are also
below the significant impact level.
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Response to Comment C5-126

Chapter 14 of the Final EIS has been revised to include a
discussion of the City of Woodinville proposed Little Bear
Creek Linear Park Master Plan as outlined in the Draft
Downtown and Little Bear Creek Corridor Master Plan.

Response to Comment C5-127

In response to the comment, King County’s consultant
telephoned Ray Sturtz, Community Development Director,
City of Woodinville on June 12, 2003, to discuss historic
buildings in the City of Woodinville. Mr. Sturtz said that the
City of Woodinville relies on the King County Historic
Preservation Program to maintain a list of historic buildings,
structures and sites, and to provide technical advice when
needed. Mr. Sturtz also said that he relies on the Woodinville
Historical Society when he needs historical information
relating to projects under department review. Mr. Sturtz
described current efforts by the City of Woodinville to
preserve the Woodinville Grade School.

King County completed the City of Woodinville Park Master
Plan Archaeological Resources and Traditional Cultural Use
Assessment, King County, Washington in February 2003
(LAAS, 2003). No significant archaeological resources were
identified in the City of Woodinville Park Master Plan
project area. An area of high probability for archaeological
resources (indicated by a subsurface peat layer) was
identified, and a professional archaeologist is currently
monitoring construction excavation. The City of Woodinville
Park Master Plan project area is on the west bank of Little
Bear Creek, one mile east of Portal 41 and one mile
southwest of the Route 9 treatment plant site.

Reference:

Sturtz, Ray, Community Development Director, City of
Woodinville. Personal communication, telephone 
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conversation with Leonard Forsman, Larson Archaeological
Anthropological Services, June 12, 2003.

Response to Comment C5-128

City of Woodinville plans and policies have been added to Chapter 11
of the Final EIS and Appendix 11-A, Land Use Plans and Policies:
Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment System.

Response to Comment C5-129

King County will develop archaeological treatment and monitoring
plans after archaeological fieldwork is conducted during the design and
pre-design phases. The archaeological treatment and monitoring plans
will be reviewed by the State of Washington’s Office of Archaeology
and Historic Preservation, the affected Tribes, and King County. The
archaeological treatment and monitoring plans will include sensitive
archaeological information, which is protected against public
dissemination. This information is available upon request by permitting
agencies and relevant jurisdictions.
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Response to Comment C5-130

The operation of the treatment plant at the Route 9 site is not
expected to impact the City of Woodinville transportation
system. Development of the Brightwater Treatment Plant at
the Route 9 site would displace existing land uses that
currently generate more trips than the proposed project. Also,
impacts to the City of Woodinville transportation system
related to Route 9 site construction would be expected to be
minimal. Please refer to Appendix 16-B, Transportation
Impact: Plant Sites and Conveyance, of the Final EIS for
greater detail.

Response to Comment C5-131

Additional detailed traffic evaluation has been conducted as
part of the Final EIS. Chapter 16 and Appendix 16-B,
Transportation Impacts: Plant Sites and Conveyance, of the
Final EIS provide the results of this evaluation.

Response to Comment C5-132

Please refer to the response to Comment C5-14 in this letter
regarding economic issues.

Response to Comment C5-133

Please refer to the response to the City of Woodinville,
Comment C5-130. The trip origins for Brightwater
construction are anticipated to be distributed throughout the
region. Very small levels of traffic would originate from the
195th interchange area. Proposed project trip generation,
distribution of workers and delivery materials, and necessary
mitigation measures were summarized and illustrated in
Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impact: Plant Sites and
Conveyance, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C5-134

Please refer to the response to Comment C5-130 in this letter.
The City’s level-of-service (LOS) requirements are included
in the Final EIS. Please refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS
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for LOS standards by jurisdiction. A more detailed analysis of traffic
impacts at portals, pump stations, and the treatment plant site during
construction, operation and management conditions has been completed
and is included in Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impact: Plant Sites
and Conveyance, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C5-135

Please refer to the response to Comments C5-130 and C5-133 in this
letter. The major access routes for construction of the Route 9-195th
Street corridor option and the Route 9-228th Street corridor option
include I-5, I-405, SR-104, SR-522, and SR-9. Background traffic
volumes along these routes were prepared and are presented in the Final
EIS. Please refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for construction access
routes and represented traffic volumes.
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Response to Comment C5-136

Updated truck percentage information was assembled from
the most recent WSDOT 2002 Annual Traffic Report at
locations along SR-522 and SR-9 and is summarized in
Chapter 16 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C5-137

Figure 16-7 of the Draft EIS shows Existing Traffic
Conditions for the entire project area. Refer to Chapter 16 of
the Final EIS for updated figures.

Response to Comment C5-138

Chapter 16 of the Final EIS has been revised to make traffic
corridors and effluent corridors more clear and distinct.

Response to Comment C5-139

The PSRC model is accurate enough to determine
transportation impacts because the regional model is
comprehensive and includes input from local jurisdictions.
The PSRC model should already include the short-range or
adopted plans from all jurisdictions within King, Pierce, and
Snohomish Counties. The model also allows for consistency
across the entire project area. The model is adequate for
traffic volume forecasting on the regional transportation
system, such as I-5, I-405, and SR-522 because the primary
project access routes are on the regional transportation
system.
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Response to Comment C5-140

A comparison of AM and PM peak-hour volumes has been
included in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for the Unocal site
and the Route 9 site. This volume comparison demonstrates
that PM peak-hour volumes are higher than the AM peak
hour. As a result, this time period was used in this evaluation
to represent worst-case traffic conditions. However, AM
peak-hour conditions were considered for SR-9 as part of
evaluating concurrency requirements for Snohomish County.
Please refer to Appendix 16-A, Transportation Concurrency:
Route 9 Plant Site, of the Final EIS for this discussion.

Response to Comment C5-141

A concurrency analysis, according to the Snohomish County
Unified Development Code, Section 30.66B, was conducted
for the operating conditions of the Brightwater project. The
analysis was conducted to determine impacts to the local
transportation system, including within the City of
Woodinville. The operation of the treatment plant on the
Route 9 site is not expected to impact the City of
Woodinville transportation system. Development of the
Brightwater Treatment Plant at the Route 9 site would
displace existing land uses that currently generate more trips
than the proposed project.

The list of programmed and funded projects was provided by
Snohomish County and included the Northshore School
District Bus Barn. Please refer to the analysis presented in
Appendix 16-A, Transportation Concurrency: Route 9 Plant
Site, of the Final EIS for more detail.

Response to Comment C5-142

Specific construction access routes for each proposed site and
portal have been identified and are illustrated in figures in
Chapter 16 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment C5-143

The Snohomish County project for widening Woodinville-Snohomish
Road south of MP 0.00 was not included in the traffic analysis because
it was not a funded, programmed construction project at the time of the
analysis. Refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for a more detailed
description of projects included in the analysis.

Response to Comment C5-144

Please refer to the response to Comment C5-130 in this letter.

Response to Comment C5-145

Please refer to the response to Comment C5-130 in this letter. The
traffic analysis does not anticipate significant use of those roads.

Response to Comment C5-146

Please refer to the response to Comments C5-130 and C5-134 in this
letter. The traffic management plan (TMP) would include construction
scheduling, hours of work, necessary improvements to the roadway
network to maintain adequate traffic operating conditions, traffic
control, and circulation plans to ensure safety to all travel modes along
the affected roadways. These measures would be finalized by King
County in conjunction with the affected jurisdictions during the
construction permitting process. The TMP would also include a plan for
monitoring and restoration of streets to pre-existing conditions, access
for emergency services, and safe access for pedestrians and bicyclists,
and would control the movement of workers, equipment, and delivery
materials to minimize the traffic impacts along project access corridors.
Construction-related activities, such as loading and unloading, would
occur onsite and not on the transportation system.
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Response to Comment C5-147

The Northshore School District Bus Barn would be displaced
by the Brightwater project. The City of Woodinville and
Snohomish County would be contacted to confirm private
developments (including those by Costco, Waste
Management of Washington, and other potentially affected
developments) in the vicinity of the Route 9 site. The
resulting construction traffic from these projects would be
coordinated with Route 9 site construction. Traffic impact
analyses in the vicinity of the Route 9 site were conducted
both with and without the Costco project during construction
(2007) and operations (2010) conditions. Please refer to
Chapter 16, Impacts and Mitigation section, of the Final EIS
for results of these analyses and the cumulative impacts.
Please refer to the response to Comment C5-141 in this letter,
for more details.

Response to Comment C5-148

Chapter 16 of the Final EIS has been updated to provide more
details regarding the construction traffic impacts. Specific
mitigation measures have been proposed for the Route 9 site
to reduce construction-related traffic impacts and are also
described in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS. Construction
workers would transport themselves to and from the Route 9
site, but would be encouraged to carpool to reduce traffic.
Parking for construction workers would be provided onsite.
Please refer to the response to Comment C5-146 in this letter.

Response to Comment C5-149

Specific mitigation measures have been proposed for the
Route 9 site to reduce construction-related traffic impacts and
are described in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS. The level of
mitigation measures was designed to address the specific
impacts attributable to Route 9 site construction and do not
warrant rail access or offsite worker parking. The rail option
for the Route 9 site has been removed from consideration. All
concrete and materials would be transported by single-unit
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trucks and all earthwork by double unit truck-and-trailers. Construction
workers would transport themselves to and from the Route 9 site, but
would be encouraged to carpool to reduce traffic. Parking would be
provided onsite. The SR-522/SR-202 interchange is not expected to be
an access route for Brightwater project traffic.

Response to Comment C5-150

Average daily traffic information has been expanded in the Final EIS.
Please refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for more detailed information
on daily Brightwater operational traffic volumes.

Response to Comment C5-151

Information on construction impacts has been expanded in the Final
EIS. Please refer to the response to Comment C5-146 in this letter.
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Response to Comment C5-152

Chapter 17 has been revised in the Final EIS to include a
discussion of the new solid waste facility currently under
construction in Woodinville. As the final construction
schedule and design are determined, King County would
examine utilizing the new solid waste facility in Woodinville
to dispose of or recycle materials from Brightwater
construction sites. Chapter 16 analyzes local traffic impacts
associated with the construction and operation of
Brightwater.

Response to Comment C5-153

Please refer to the responses to the Snohomish County Fire
District No. 7, Comment S1-2. The Final EIS recognizes
emergency service response times are subject to change
depending on variables that include the type of emergency,
site access, impacts from natural environmental causes, and
traffic delay. Prior to the construction phase of the project,
King County will develop construction traffic plans in
accordance with local permitting requirements. As part of this
process, King County will coordinate with local jurisdictions
and emergency service providers to identify emergency
access routes and ensure mitigation measures are effective
and acceptable means to minimize impacts.
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Response to Comment C7-1

King County is responding individually to all comments in
this cover letter and Attachment A. The accompanying
November 26, 2002, report by EDAW, Final Report on the
Review of the King County Brightwater Regional Wastewater
Treatment System Draft Environmental Impact Statement,
has been reviewed by the Brightwater team and has been
considered in writing the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C7-2

Substantial additional information on the conveyance system
is provided in Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-B, Project
Description: Conveyance of the Final EIS. Additional
information on impacts associated with the refined project
description is included in all chapters of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C7-3

A revised project description in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS
provides additional detail on the proposed structural lid for
the potential multimodal facility at Unocal.
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Response to Comment C7-4

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment C7-5

The proposed type of treatment plant and the specific
processes are described in detail in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS
and Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant. The
proposed treatment process consists of a split flow membrane
bioreactor (MBR) process.

In the Draft EIS, a conservatively sized conventional
activated sludge (CAS) process was considered. This
treatment process is widely used throughout the United States
to provide secondary treated effluent. In comparing
alternatives for secondary treatment, it was recognized that
the MBR process would produce an effluent of higher quality
than CAS, benefiting the environment through a lower
discharge of pollutants to Puget Sound. However, the MBR
technology is more expensive than CAS on a unit flow basis.
Configuring an MBR to accept peak flows and loads would
render it infeasible due to high cost. Therefore, the concept of
a split flow MBR system was developed, in which the MBR
process would be configured to accommodate a daily flow in
excess of the average wet weather flow (AWWF), but below
the peak day flows. The maximum capacity that could be
treated by the MBR is termed the secondary treatment, or
split flow, threshold. Flows in excess of the secondary
treatment threshold constitute a split stream that would be
routed around the MBR. The split stream would be treated
using an alternative process better suited to hydraulic peaks,
such as ballasted sedimentation. The split stream would be
blended with the MBR effluent and disinfected prior to
discharge from Route 9. At Unocal, each stream would be
disinfected independently and then blended together prior to
discharge. The MBR process will also occupy less land than
CAS, thereby increasing the area available for mitigation and
environmental enhancement as shown in the layouts in
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment C7-6

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires federal agencies
granting permits or funding for a proposal to identify, evaluate, and
assess the potential impacts of such a proposal on endangered or
threatened species. King County has assessed the impacts and identified
mitigation measures for each alternative in the EIS. However, federal
agencies have indicated that King County should submit a Biological
Assessment for the selected alternative only. Thus, once the Final EIS
has been issued and the King County Executive has selected a treatment
plant site, conveyance alignment, and outfall location, King County will
prepare a Biological Assessment and submit it to federal agencies for
consideration.

Response to Comment C7-7

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a reasonably thorough
discussion of the probable significant adverse environmental impacts
and reasonable mitigation measures for those identified impacts beyond
that characterized in this comment. The Draft EIS was issued at a point
in time when a certain level of information was known relating to the
probable significant adverse impacts of the proposal and possible ways
to reasonably mitigate those impacts. In areas where there was
uncertainty regarding the impacts, the Draft EIS presented, consistent
with SEPA Guidelines, a worst-case analysis of impacts. In other areas,
the Draft EIS indicated that ongoing analysis was under way and that
additional information would be forthcoming. Since issuance of the
Draft EIS in late 2002, considerable additional analysis has been
conducted, as is the case on any large project, to further define and
develop the proposal and respond to Draft EIS comments.

Many of the details requested in this comment letter are necessary for an
EIS relate to information either that does not involve significant adverse
impacts or that is important prior to issuance of actual permits but may
not be essential to include in an EIS. Such information may not be
included in the Final EIS, because it is not required and King County is
mindful of the need to keep the Final EIS as readable as possible. Any
additional analysis that has been conducted that relates to probable
significant adverse impacts that will not be mitigated or regulated into
non-significance is included as part of the Final EIS analysis. The Final

EIS provides additional specificity with respect to both conveyance and
portal locations and impacts. There is no practical or legal need under
SEPA to include this additional analysis in the form of a Supplemental
EIS.

Response to Comment C7-8

The Draft EIS did evaluate the potential environmental impacts
associated with the co-location of the Brightwater project at the Unocal
site and the Edmonds Crossing project in Chapters 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10,
11, 12, 13 and 16. The impacts of this co-location and analysis of the lid
sub-alternative are also evaluated in further detail in this Final EIS in
Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant.
There is no practical or legal need under SEPA to include this additional
analysis in the form of a Supplemental EIS, should the Unocal site be
chosen.   
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Response to Comment C7-9

Please refer to Chapter 10 for a discussion of noise and
vibration impacts and mitigation. Please refer to the
responses to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-51, and to
the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, regarding future
coordination efforts with affected jurisdictions.

Response to Comment C7-10

The technologies to be used are a combination of liquid phase
(chemical injection) treatment, chemical based scrubbing,
carbon filtration, and/or biofiltration. Two or three stage odor
scrubbing will be utilized depending upon the results of King
County’s summer odor monitoring and sampling program.
All locations which release air and have odor control
facilities will be equipped with continuous air monitoring
equipment at the discharge location to ensure the odor control
equipment is functioning optimally and meeting the odor
removal criteria. The monitoring will be conducted by King
County. More information is provided in Appendix 5-B,
Odor Analysis: Conveyance, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C7-11

Additional discussion of the “lid” sub-alternative, including
appropriate graphics, is included in Chapter 3 and Appendix
3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Under the “Unocal Structural Lid” sub-alternative, the
Brightwater Treatment Plant facilities would occupy the
majority of the useable area of the site and the multimodal
project would be constructed on top of a lid above the
treatment facilities. The complete functionality of the
multimodal facility, based on the Edmonds Crossing
conceptual design titled “Revised Point Edwards
Alternative,” is incorporated into the conceptual lid design.
The following components are included:

• Ferry holding lanes (7 total)
• Ferry traffic exit lanes (2 total)
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• Bus terminal
• Rail terminal (below lid)
• Short-term, long-term, and employee vehicle parking (580 spaces

total)
• Pedestrian access (elevator and escalator/stairs) to transport

passengers from the ferry or bus terminal on the lid to the rail
terminal below

• People mover to transport pedestrians from the lid to the ferry
• Stormwater from the lid treated in the treatment plant’s stormwater

ponds
• Four toll booths with an office above
• Bus stops and bus turn-around on Admiral Way.

The multimodal facility would be operated and maintained by the
Washington State Department of Transportation and the City of
Edmonds. The public would not have any additional access to the
treatment plant. The public access would be limited to the multimodal
facility, which would be above and separated from the treatment plant.

Response to Comment C7-12

Since publication of the Draft EIS the proposal for the Unocal plant site
has been modified to include a lidded sub-alternative only in the event
that the Edmonds Crossing multimodal facility continues to move
forward. A lid solely for recreation or open space purposes was found to
be too costly to be feasible with the Brightwater project. Please refer to
the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, regarding
mitigation suggestions.

Response to Comment C7-13

The potential for landscape screening to not only provide a buffer to the
treatment plan but also to screen views beyond and over the facility is
likely to occur. It is possible to provide some relief by creating, for
example, view “windows or passages” through the screening at various
key viewshed locations and/or to select low growing plant materials that
provide for foreground screening but do not extend into upper
viewplanes or viewsheds.

The process for ongoing site and facility design and the community’s
role in this process, is described more fully in Chapter 3, Chapter 12 and

Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.
The process of community input began with a series of Brightwater
workshops held in 2002.

Response to Comment C7-14

Please refer to the response to Comment C7-13 in this letter.

Response to Comment C7-15

The project description in Chapter 3, Chapter 12, and Appendix 3-A,
Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS show illustrative
sections through the Unocal site including a north-south section from
Woodway neighborhoods, Pine Street, through site interiors, and down
to the marsh.
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Response to Comment C7-16

Under the base alternative considered at the Unocal site, there
would be no park areas located at the treatment plant site. In
the “Unocal Structural Lid” sub-alternative, a structural “lid”
would be constructed over the northern portion of the site to
accommodate the proposed multimodal transportation
facility, Edmonds Crossing. The multimodal facility would
be a public facility, but public access would not be provided
to the treatment plant.

Public access to the beach would remain the same as without
the treatment plant at the Unocal site; the main beach access
is via Admiral Way. Also, please refer to the responses to
Comments C7-26, C7-28, and C7-30 in this letter.

Response to Comment C7-17

The referenced wording in Chapter 12 of the Draft EIS is
accurate and complete as to describing the removal of
existing vegetation from interior side slopes and upper
hillside areas and its effect (“…denuded hillside…”).

Response to Comment C7-18

Any potential loss of forested habitat in Woodway would be
limited to the Unocal Site boundaries. The conveyance
corridor would be tunneled to the site, and no candidate
portal sites that would impact forest habitats are located in
the city.

Response to Comment C7-19

Please refer to the response to Comment C7-5 in this letter.

Response to Comment C7-20

Please refer to the response to Comment C7-6 in this letter.

Response to Comment C7-21

The Final EIS provides several new geologic cross sections
showing the relationship between the various tunnel
alternatives (including the Unocal alternative) and Deer
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Creek Springs, and has several figures showing the wellhead protection
area Deer Creek Springs. Specifically this information is provided in
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater.

Response to Comment C7-22

A more clear definition of tunnel alternative alignments has allowed
additional numerical and qualitative analyses to be completed to
evaluate the potential effects of the conveyance system on the Deer
Creek Springs. These analyses show little potential for affect, primarily
because the proposed tunnels are located in a deeper mixed
aquifer/aquitard zone that is separated from the shallow aquifer
supplying Deer Creek Springs by a regionally extensive aquitard, the
Lawton Clay. However, King County recognizes the importance of the
Deer Creek Springs complex to the community and is proposing
precautionary monitoring to provide assurance that there are no adverse
impacts on the springs.

Response to Comment C7-23

King County will be completing a comprehensive geotechnical
exploration of the recommended conveyance route. This exploration
will be designed to identify private water supply sources in the vicinity
of conveyance line construction and to identify potential impacts to
these water supplies resulting from the construction of these facilities.
Every effort will be made to address potential impacts to water supplies
through engineering designs appropriate for the conditions being
encountered. We believe these engineering measures will ensure that
water supplies are adequately protected and that there will be no
disruptions to water supplies. In the event an unanticipated interruption
of water supply should occur, King County is committed to ensuring
that water will be provided to impacted residents and will take all
measures necessary to provide the same level of water service as existed
prior to the commencement of construction activities.

King County’s proposed mitigation measures will be detailed in a
Potable Water Replacement Plan to be developed prior to construction.
The plan will include a survey of well owners in areas considered
potentially vulnerable to aquifer depletion, identification of the existing
water supply infrastructure in these areas, identification of King County

staff responsible to implement the plan and the necessary chain of
command, a detailing of the logistics necessary to deliver water or
connect to existing water lines, and a pre-approved list of contractors to
assist in hookups or water delivery.

Response to Comment C7-24

The barge dock was identified in the Draft EIS as a potential measure to
mitigate traffic impacts; however, it is no longer included as a proposed
project element for the Unocal site and is not included in the Final EIS.
It is an optional mitigation measure that would be considered to reduce
traffic impacts on surface streets. Should the barge dock be reconsidered
for implementation at some future time, an evaluation would be
conducted on the fate of the existing Unocal dock. If the temporary
barge dock were not constructed, the existing Unocal dock would not be
demolished, as it would be beyond the project scope of Brightwater.
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Response to Comment C7-25

A traffic plan addressing mitigation measures would be
prepared for all agencies affected by construction and is
included as a mitigation measure in the Final EIS. This plan
would include time-of-day restrictions, necessary
improvements to the roadway network, types of closures,
pedestrian and bicycle detours, traffic routing/circulation
management and traffic control measures for safety on the
affected roadways. These measures would be finalized by King
County and would be coordinated with affected agencies
during permitting. Safe access and adequate non-motorized
facilities would be provided for bicyclists and pedestrians
during construction. Final TMP approval would be coordinated
with the affected local agencies, including the Town of
Woodway.

Response to Comment C7-26

King County would coordinate directly with the City of
Edmonds Parks and Recreation Department and the Town of
Woodway about possible onsite recreation amenities. If the
Unocal site is selected for the wastewater treatment plant, a
trail system may be conceived during the final design stage of
the treatment plant that would allow pedestrian access to the
Puget Sound shoreline through or near the site.

Response to Comment C7-27

Please refer to the responses to Comment C7-12 in this letter
regarding use of a lid and to the City of Shoreline, Comment
C6-5, regarding mitigation suggestions.

Response to Comment C7-28

If the Unocal site is chosen as the location for the Brightwater
Treatment Plant, King County will coordinate with the Town
of Woodway officials to identify measures to ensure Olympic
View Park remains accessible throughout the duration of
construction and operation of the facility. The addition of other
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trail connections will also be considered as appropriate mitigation
funded by the Brightwater project.

Response to Comment C7-29

Please refer to the response to Comment C7-25 in this letter. The traffic
management plan would address the potential mitigation for non-
motorized facilities as appropriate. Specific mitigation measures would
be coordinated with the Town of Woodway during the permitting
process.

Response to Comment C7-30

Design suggestions from all key stakeholders, including the Town of
Woodway, would be considered during design workshops for the
selected site. These workshops would form the basis of community
agreements for mitigation.

Response to Comment C7-31

Please refer to the response to Comment C7-24 in this letter.

Response to Comment C7-32

Please refer to Chapter 10 for a discussion of noise and vibration
impacts and mitigation. Please refer to the responses to the City of
Kenmore, Comment C3-51, and to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-
5, regarding future coordination efforts with affected jurisdictions.

Response to Comment C7-33

Slope stability of areas adjacent to, or part of, the Brightwater Treatment
Plant construction sites will be evaluated during the design phase to
ensure that existing slope stability is maintained during and after
construction. The additional evaluations may include geotechnical
borings, soil sampling and testing, and installation of groundwater
monitoring or slope stability monitoring instrumentation as deemed
necessary by the design engineers. Analyses of slope stability will be
part of receiving necessary jurisdictional clearing and grading permits.
Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIS for steep slope areas that have
been identified along the Brightwater System.

Response to Comment C7-34

Wastewater treatment plant equipment producing vibratory forces to
foundations, and mitigating measures for equipment vibration, are
addressed in Appendix 10-A, Noise and Vibration: Treatment Plant, of
the Final EIS. Operational vibration impacts would be mitigated by
isolation of process equipment vibratory forces from structure
foundations. Reciprocating engines for onsite power generation would
also be installed on heavy inertial foundations for mitigation of vibration
transmission to the ground. Please refer to the response to the City of
Woodinville, Comment C5-108.
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Response to Comment C7-35

The design criteria for seismic hazard mitigation utilizes IBC
2003, which specifies that structures be designed to withstand
the maximum considered earthquake ground motions, which
in this area, are defined as having a 2 percent chance of
exceedence within 50 years and a return period of 25000
years. These design ground motions consider earthquakes
from sources with varying magnitudes originating at varying
distances from the site. More detailed modeling for slope
stability at the Unocal site and to evaluate impacts to the site
structures by a worst-case seismic event would be conducted
during design phase work once the treatment plant site is
selected.

Response to Comment C7-36

The odor control systems are located in close proximity to the
process units from which they receive process air. The liquid
process units are located to provide gravity flow through the
treatment plant and cannot be moved to other terraces. The
solids handling building must be located in close proximity to
the primary clarifiers. To move the odor control system
exhaust stacks to the lower tier would require long traverses
of large diameter duct work that would have an elevation
drop of nearly 100 feet. This would be expensive and not as
effective a design as leaving the exhaust stacks in their
current locations, adjacent to the odor control systems. The
design for the odor control system requires that there are no
offsite odor impacts at any times. The system would prevent
odor from impacting residences in the Town of Woodway
and moving the exhaust stack location would not be required.

Response to Comment C7-37

Digester cleaning would be performed without offsite odors.
Mobile odor prevention units would be attached to the
digester to keep a negative pressure on the processes during
cleaning. Since digester cleaning typically occurs on a short-
term basis, any potential odors could easily be handled by
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mobile units. Typically, these units are made up of carbon scrubbers that
are sized for high loading and a short useful life before replacement is
needed. Brightwater’s mobile units would be sized to handle any
digester cleaning’s odor loading and duration to ensure that no odor
breakthrough would occur during these short-term digester cleaning
events. The liquids processes would use permanent maintenance air
facilities to provide odor prevention during cleaning.

Response to Comment C7-38

The secondary clarifiers at route 9 are now covered at both the Route 9
and Unocal sites and the odor control technology for the Unocal site and
Route 9 site are the same for the Final EIS. VOC controls are not being
proposed for the liquid processes since total VOC emissions are low,
less than 10 tons per year. However, the odor control technology on the
liquid processes may provide some VOC control, but no credit was
taken for the potential emission reductions provided by the odor control
technology. For information on the odor prevention program and the
monitoring that will be performed on the odor control system, please
refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Transportation, Comment W2-5. Additional information about the
wastewater treatment process and the odor control technology selected
is provided Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of
the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C7-39

The Town of Woodway’s light and glare resolutions No. 41 and No. 49
have been included in the list of referenced regulations included in the
Final EIS. It is King County’s intent to design to the “Dark Sky” policy.
The Final EIS includes this intention. A three-dimensional model has
been completed and the methodology and results is in Appendix 13-A,
Illumination Modeling of Route 9 and Unocal Treatment Plants, of the
Final EIS. It shows the proposed Unocal site and lighting and
illumination values at the perimeter of the site. General area (site)
illumination is not planned for the project. Only the areas requiring
illumination for safety and process operations will be lighted.

Response to Comment C7-40

Inclusion of a noise control plan in the Final EIS is a good idea and this
has been taken as far as practical, based on the limited level of the
wastewater treatment plant design. A more detailed noise control plan
would be developed in the final design phase of the project, which
would occur after the EIS phase. Also please refer to the response to
Snohomish County Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-
132.

Response to Comment C7-41

Flowing water noise impact and mitigation is included in Appendix 10-
A, Noise and Vibration: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C7-42

Residential community standards for vibration perception and impact
thresholds were included in the Draft EIS in Section 10.1.4, as Tables
10-6 and 10-7, and are also included in the Final EIS. The Final EIS
includes discussion of vibration mitigation for wastewater treatment
plant equipment, including isolating mountings and foundation design.
Vibration mitigation of large (150 horsepower and larger) pumps,
blowers, centrifuges, fans, and engine generators would be designed
with the necessary vibration isolation and damping foundations to
reduce transmission of force to the supporting structures to levels below
the threshold of human perception at the nearest residences. Please, also
refer to the response to Comment C7-34 in this letter.

Response to Comment C7-43

Residences near the Unocal site are currently subject to ambient noise
levels exceeding 50 dBA only for brief periods as shown in the noise
monitoring figures of the Draft EIS technical appendix. Because of the
potential for significant construction noise impacts to nearby residences,
during these periods of normally low ambient noise levels, the Final EIS
includes specific construction noise mitigation to be applied to
construction equipment and the site. High noise impact construction
activities would only occur between the hours of 7 a.m. to 10 p.m.
unless an exemption permit is allowed for construction outside of
exempt hours, and if allowed, construction noise levels would be
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required to meet the code noise level limits for the permitted
construction hours. The Town of Woodway could also place more
stringent restrictions on construction noise levels and allowed
construction hours within its jurisdiction. Please also refer to the
response to the Snohomish County Planning and Development Services,
Comment S3-133.
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Response to Comment C7-44

Chapter 14 has been revised to include Olympic View Park
as a recreational facility that will retain access if construction
activities are near this facility.

Response to Comment C7-45

The Draft and Final EIS acknowledge the steep hillside bluff
along the western border of the Unocal site, east of the BNSF
railroad tracks, provides natural habitat along the Puget
Sound shoreline. Please refer to Chapter 7 for a discussion of
this area. Olympic View Park is located entirely within the
Town of Woodway. The park does not extend north into the
Unocal site. Due to the area required to construct the
Brightwater Treatment Plant at the Unocal site, the entire
property would be used for the facility; therefore, vegetation
along the steep bluff within the site would be removed.
Olympic View Park would not sustain direct impacts from
construction activities; however, users of the park and
wildlife inhabiting the forested bluff would experience short-
term indirect impacts associated with construction including
noise, dust, odor, and increased vehicle traffic.

There are limited onsite opportunities for mitigating the loss
of upland forest areas on the Unocal site. Mitigation for the
loss of forested slope above Puget Sound is limited to
stream/wetland buffer planting within the Wetland B
mitigation area as described in Chapter 7 under Impacts and
Mitigation: Unocal System.

Response to Comment C7-46

Access to Olympic View Park would be maintained during
construction if the Unocal site were selected for the
Brightwater Treatment Plant. Please refer to Chapter 17 for a
description of construction equipment access routes and other
mitigation measures that would be used during the
construction phase of the Brightwater Treatment Plant. The
Unocal site discussion outlines specific measures that would
be incorporated so local access, although potentially
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temporarily delayed, would be maintained. The use of a temporary
barge dock during construction is no longer being considered.

Response to Comment C7-47

Similar to the Community-Oriented Building described as a possible
mitigation measure at the Route 9 site, as a potential mitigation
measure, King County would work with the City of Edmonds to identify
potential opportunities for an educational/community oriented building
located offsite, depending on community needs. The community
building concept is described in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C7-48

The Woodway Reserve is located to the northeast of Portal Siting Area
19 in the Town of Woodway. Therefore, construction of an outfall or
portal within the candidate sites in Woodway would not have a direct
impact on the Woodway Reserve. However, considering the proximity
of the candidate sites within Portal Siting Area 19, the Reserve could be
subject to temporary indirect impacts resulting from construction
activities. King County will coordinate with the Town of Woodway to
reduce or avoid potential impacts to the greatest extent possible.

Response to Comment C7-49

In the Final EIS, 3 to 5 candidate portal sites have been identified within
each portal siting area. Impacts to aquatic and forested resources within
these specific candidate portal sites are discussed in greater detail in
Chapter 7 of the Final EIS.

There are two large parcels in the Town of Woodway at Portal Siting
Area 19 that are designated as vacant on Figure 11-23 of the Draft EIS.
The northern parcel, owned by a private landowner, is designated as
Candidate Portal Site A in the Final EIS. The parcel directly southwest
is not being considered as a candidate portal site in the Final EIS and no
impacts would occur. If Candidate Portal Site A were selected, the
entire site would be needed for construction of the portal. Construction
activities would result in temporary impacts to sensitive areas including
approximately 0.18 acre of wetland impact, 0.99 acre of stream and
wetland buffer impact, and temporary stream diversion. Please refer to
Chapter 7 of the Final EIS for more information.

Response to Comment C7-50

As construction activities are not proposed in the immediate area of the
Woodway Reserve, pedestrian access to the reserve would not be
impacted.

Response to Comment C7-51

Please refer to the response to Comment C7-49 in this letter.

Response to Comment C7-52

Snohomish PUD would supply two independent 115-kV electrical
feeders that also originate from the Bonneville Power Authority SNO-
KING substation and power two local substations (Richmond Park and
Westgate) that would feed the plant. For the Unocal site, approximately
4 miles of 115-kV transmission line would be necessary to bring
adequate power and backup power to the site from the two nearest
substations, Richmond Park and Westgate substations, each of which is
approximately 2 miles from the site. The actual route of the electrical
lines would be decided during final design and the decision regarding
above versus below ground lines would be determined in accordance
with applicable local requirements. More details are included in Chapter
8 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment C7-53

The King County Wastewater Treatment Division Overflow Manual
(King County, 2002) establishes emergency response procedures for
emergency wastewater overflow events. The Seattle/King County
Department of Public Health (Health Department) is notified during all
overflow events. If an overflow is known to impact a beach or
recreation area creating a potential public health threat, beach postings
and/or closures are immediately implemented. The Health Department
determines if the posting and/or closure is warranted, and its duration.
The Overflow Manual also identifies procedures for contacting media
and conducting public outreach. This is consistent with the Regional
Wastewater Services Plan (King County Ordinance 13680), which
states: “In the event of a raw sewage overflow, the county shall initiate a
rapid and coordinated response including notification of public health
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agencies, the media, the public, and the affected jurisdiction” (King
County, 2002).

Reference:

King County. 2002. Wastewater Treatment Division Overflow Manual,
November 2002, Publication 115. King County Department of Natural
Resources and Parks, Wastewater Treatment Division, WTD Safety
Office. Seattle, WA.
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Response to Comment C7-54

After a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on strategies to
mitigate impacts of Brightwater construction and operation.

Response to Comment C7-55

Portal Siting Area 19 is a primary portal for both of the Route
9 corridors. Detailed visual analysis has not been completed
for the individual portal siting areas or candidate portal sites.
This level of detail will be provided during the design phase
of the project when a final Brightwater System is selected.

Chapter 12 of the Final EIS includes additional detail on
aesthetic impacts and mitigation for the conveyance system.
This includes a description of the types of structures that may
or may not appear on specific portal sites and sketches
demonstrating example mitigation approaches for the types of
aesthetic environments found along the conveyance route.
During the design and permitting phase of the project, King
County will work with the local communities and
jurisdictions to develop detailed mitigation and design
specific to each selected portal site. Please refer to the
response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.

Response to Comment C7-56

The dechlorination facility would not produce chlorine gas.
The dechlorination process would add sodium bisulfite into
the water to convert any residual dissolved chlorine in the
water into inert chloride.

Response to Comment C7-57

A preferred portal has been selected for Portal Siting Area 19.
The preferred portal is located on the Chevron property in
Unincorporated Snohomish County. Please refer to
Appendices 2-B, Portal Screening Level 1 and 2
Documentation, and 2-C, Portal 19 Screening Level 3
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Documentation, of the Final EIS for more information on the selection
process and information regarding the portal location.

Response to Comment C7-58

King County will coordinate with affected jurisdictions to procure all
necessary land and shoreline permits to site and construct the
Brightwater Treatment Plant and associated conveyance and outfall
facilities. Where amendments to existing regulations and comprehensive
plan policies are required, King County will work with host jurisdictions
to enact any needed amendments.
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Response to Comment D3-1

King County is dedicated to protection of the Cross Valley
Sole Source Aquifer and other surface and groundwater
features. King County conducted additional studies on the
effects of the project to wells and aquifers. The expected
effects to the Cross Valley Aquifer during both the
construction and operational phases of the Brightwater
Treatment Plant are summarized in Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS. As shown by these
analyses, effects to the Cross Valley Sole Source Aquifer are
anticipated to be negligible. Chapter 6 of the Final EIS
discusses the evaluations made of the other groundwater and
surface water features and where mitigation measures have
been proposed for all types of impacts anticipated. 

Response to Comment D3-2

As indicated in Chapter 17 of the Final EIS, during the
project design phase, affected utility purveyors would be
contacted and utility location information would be requested
to avoid utility conflicts where possible. If it is necessary to
relocate an existing utility, the utility purveyor would be
consulted on relocation options. 

For the Route 9 site, any onsite water or sewer utilities that
serve existing land use would be abandoned or removed.
Planned service disruptions would be made in accordance
with Cross Valley Water District’s requirements. This would
include advance notification to users and a requirement to
minimize service disruptions. 

King County would purchase its water for the Brightwater
Treatment Plant from the Cross Valley Water District. King
County has contacted the District regarding the flow capacity
it currently provides at the Route 9 site, which is
approximately 40 gallons per minute (gpm). Should the
Route 9 site be selected for the Brightwater Treatment Plant,
additional discussions will be held with Cross Valley Water
District to determine what system improvements would be
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required to provide the necessary water service and fire flows to the site.
In addition, King County will be working with other local permitting
agencies to identify opportunities to reduce water demand including
using some or all of the reuse water (up to 3,500 gpm) as a source of
water for fire protection. Five million gallons per day (gpd) of reclaimed
water capacity, which equates to about 3,500 gpm, will be provided at
the treatment plant site when it comes online in 2010. Space will be
reserved onsite for expansion to provide up to 54 mgd of reuse water in
the long term as demand increases and other potential receivers of the
effluent reuse water are identified. The reclaimed water will be used at
the treatment plant site for irrigation, tank cleaning, and other processes
that do not require potable water. Appendix 3-D, Reclaimed Water
Technology Review and Evaluation of Potential Water Reuse
Opportunities, of the Final EIS describes the water reuse program and
possible demand for reclaimed water in detail.

Response to Comment D3-3

For updated information on impacts to the Cross Valley Water District,
please refer to Chapter 17 of the Final EIS. Cost and economic impacts
are not topics analyzed under SEPA and therefore are not addressed in
the Brightwater EIS. “SEPA contemplates that the general welfare,
social, economic and other requirements and essential considerations of
state policy will be taken into account in weighing and balancing
alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS is not required to
evaluate and document all of the possible effects and considerations of a
decision or to contain the balancing judgments that must ultimately be
made by the decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with affected
jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation strategies and
solutions to Brightwater construction and operational impacts. As part
of the overall decision process, King County is revising the cost
estimates (dated November 2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The
revised estimates will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be
available on request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571.

Response to Comment D3-4

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a discussion of the
probable significant adverse environmental impacts and the reasonable
mitigation measures for these identified impacts beyond that
characterized in this comment. Additional analysis that has been
conducted and that relates to probable significant adverse environmental
impacts that will not be mitigated, or regulated to a level of
insignificance, is included as part of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment D3-5

Substantial documentation concerning water resources,
potential effects to these resources from the construction and
operation of the Brightwater System, and mitigation
responses is contained in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS for the treatment plant
locations and the conveyance corridors. Other commentors
on the Draft EIS raised similar concerns, and in response,
summaries have been drafted that specifically addresses the
groundwater and contamination issues, which are described
in detail in Appendix 6-B. Please refer to the response to the
Washington State Department of Ecology, Comments W5-9,
W5-15, and W5-43, for the summaries concerning
conveyance corridors, treatment plant locations, and
treatment plant contamination, respectively.

Response to Comment D3-6

As disclosed in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, construction
dewatering flows for the Route 9 site are anticipated to
average approximately 350 gallons per minute (gpm) with a
peak flow of approximately 550 gpm. Long-term underdrain
dewatering during operation of the Route 9 site would be
approximately 350 gpm.  Since groundwater from surficial
groundwater units on the site discharge to Little Bear Creek,
this dewatering under the most conservative worst-case
conditions could reduce base flow in the stream by a
comparable amount of up to 550 gpm during construction
(with an average of 350 gpm), and 350 gpm during operation.
However, King County proposes to discharge this dewatering
flow back to the stream, either through direct discharge,
through re-introduction to local groundwater, or through the
use of swales on the site, which would minimize flow
impacts to Little Bear Creek from dewatering. Please refer to
Appendices 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, and 6-D,
Permanent Stormwater Management at the Treatment Plant
Sites, of the Final EIS for additional detail.
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Response to Comment D3-7

If the Route 9 site is selected, and the construction of that alternative is
determined to impact facilities owned by the Cross Valley Water &
Sewer District, then the District will have additional opportunity to
comment on and discuss reasonable mitigation measures with King
County during the permitting processes. 

Response to Comment D3-8

Please refer to the response to Comment D3-2 in this letter.

Response to Comment D3-9

Please refer to response to City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, regarding
mitigation suggestions.
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Response to Comment D3-10

Please refer to the response to Comment D3-3 in this letter
regarding cost and economic impacts. 

Response to Comment D3-11

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comments W5-9, W5-15 and W5-
40. Additional detail is provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment D3-12

Chapter 17 of the Final EIS has been updated to include the
referenced Cross Valley District’s water and sewer lines that
run north to south along the western portion of the Route 9
site. Also, please refer to the response to Comment D3-2 in
this letter.

Response to Comment D3-13

The Northshore School District has no intent to develop the
site. On April 21, 2003, the District withdrew its docketing
request for a rezone and comprehensive plan amendment,
indicating that their property had been sold to King County. 
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Response to Comment D3-14

Please refer to the response to Comment D3-2 in this letter.

Response to Comment D3-15

Please refer to the response to Comment D3-2 in this letter.

Response to Comment D3-16

Cross Valley wastewater collection service currently
discharges into King County's collection system to be treated
by either the South Treatment Plant or West Point.  The
Brightwater treatment plant will not affect the Cross Valley
wastewater; they will continue collect from Cross Valley and
their collection system would be treated by the Brightwater
plant, regardless of site chosen.

Response to Comment D3-17

SEPA requires a discussion of measures to mitigate
significant adverse environmental impacts identified in the
EIS. In the Final EIS, King County has identified proposed
and potential mitigation measures. Once a final decision is
made on the location for the Brightwater System, King
County will work directly with affected jurisdictions and
permitting agencies on mitigation strategies and solutions for
Brightwater construction and operational significant adverse
environmental impacts.

Ordinance 13680, adopting the Regional Wastewater
Services Plan, establishes environmental mitigation policies
to guide King County in working with communities to
develop mitigation measures for environmental impacts from
the construction and operation of wastewater facilities. This
ordinance is available on King County’s Web site at:
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/rwsp/documents/13680.pdf.
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Response to Comment D3-18

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment D3-19

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-8.

Response to Comment D3-20

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-4.
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Response to Comment D3-21

The Final EIS provides additional details as to what is meant
in any given area by the use of the term “best management
practices.” Additional analysis has been developed since
issuance of the Draft EIS with regard to significant adverse
environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation measures.
Also, members of the public and other agencies used the
SEPA process to provide specific suggestions for mitigation
measures. Based on this input and as is authorized under
SEPA, the Final EIS provides additional information
concerning mitigation of identified significant adverse
environmental impacts.

Response to Comment D3-22

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a discussion of
the probable significant adverse environmental impacts and
the reasonable mitigation measures for these identified
impacts beyond that characterized in this comment. As with
any large project of this scale, more detailed analysis is being
conducted on all aspects of the project. Additional evaluation
of impacts and consideration of mitigation measures have
been conducted in response to Draft EIS comments. As
appropriate, much of this additional analysis is set forth in the
text and appendices of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D3-23

King County also acknowledges the importance of the Cross
Valley Sole Source Aquifer and has conducted and
summarized detailed evaluations of potential impacts and
mitigation to this water resource in Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS. As stated in this
appendix, impacts to the Cross Valley Water District’s water
supply system are expected to be negligible during both
construction and operation of the Brightwater System.

Response to Comment D3-24

Please refer to the response to Comment D3-5 of this letter. 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS         Cross Valley Water District (D3)

Brightwater Final EIS 795

Response to Comment D3-25

As noted in prior responses to this letter’s comments,
substantial additional data gathering and groundwater impact
analyses have been conducted since the Draft EIS. Please
refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-9, for a summary of the data
gathering and analyses relative to the Route 9 site.

Response to Comment D3-26

King County shares your concern for surface water in the
vicinity of the Route 9 site and has conducted detailed
analyses evaluating potential impacts and reasonable
mitigation. Please refer to the response to the Washington
State Department of Ecology, Comment W5-9, and Chapter 6
of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment D3-27

The Final EIS contains substantial new information regarding
the frequency and location of overflows, and on the potential
for pipeline breaks and spills. Chapters 6 and 7 of the Final
EIS, include evaluations of the impacts of emergency
overflows to water quality and fish and wildlife. Additional
information on the location, frequency, and duration of
overflows is provided in Appendix 3-E, Flow Management
and Safety Relief Point. 

The potential for a pipeline break in the Brightwater System
is very low. Current pipeline standards promulgated by
Ecology (Ecology Publication 1998; WAC 173-240) result in
an extremely low risk of pipeline failure. Tunnel lining will
be designed to meet the goal of no long-term adverse impacts
to groundwater quality. To meet this goal, seals or gaskets in
piping will be included in the project design, and piping will
be connected with flexible joints to allow for deferential
movement during seismic events and other ground
disturbance. Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS for more information.

King County has already developed an Immediate Action
Plan to deal with the unlikely event that a spill occurs due to
pipe breakage. This plan is contained in the Wastewater
Treatment Division’s Emergency Response Plan (King
County, Publication 280). Besides pipe breakage, the Plan is
also used to handle other unlikely events such as fires,
medical emergencies, hazardous material releases, power
outages, violence and terrorist acts, earthquakes, and other
natural disasters. Another document, the Overflow Manual,
identifies procedures for responding to wastewater overflows
at pump stations, treatment plants, and other wastewater
facilities. The Manual includes procedures for emergency
response, emergency communication, public outreach/media
relations, emergency cleanup, overflow reporting, and
debriefing. Both the Emergency Response Plan and Overflow 
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Manual will be updated to specifically incorporate the Brightwater
System. 

In the event an overflow, failure, or break is detected or reported in the
County’s existing plant or conveyance systems, an offsite responder
immediately investigates the reported incident and reports to main
control. An offsite supervisor responds to the scene and requests
additional resources through main control, if necessary. If the incident is
related to the pipeline/conveyance system, conveyance inspection
personnel respond to the scene and establish bypass pumping to direct
flows away from the point of failure. Finally, an on-scene incident
commander determines threats to public health and immediately directs
the posting of Seattle/King County Health Department warning signs
around the affected area. Overflows and spills to surface waters are
cleaned up as warranted on a case-by-case basis. 

Routine inspection, as well as post-event inspection of critical pipelines
and facilities, will minimize risks to groundwater. As discussed in
Chapter 4 of the Final EIS, a project-specific spill prevention and
response plan will be developed to prepare for and handle leaks or spills
resulting from catastrophic events specific to the Brightwater System.
Such plans could include redirecting flows, storing flows in tunnels, and
pumping or trucking tank contents to adjacent, serviceable tanks to
allow for immediate repair of damaged facilities. Other features that
could be incorporated to further minimize potential impacts are
identified in the Mitigation sections of Chapters 4 and 9. 

References:

Ecology, 1998. Criteria for Sewage Works Design (Orange Book).
Department of Ecology Publication 98-37 WQ as revised 12/98.

WAC 173-240. Submission of Plans and Reports for Construction of
Wastewater Facilities.

Response to Comment D3-28

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D3-29

This Final EIS contains additional detailed analysis of the impacts and
mitigation associated with the construction and operation of the
conveyance pipelines for the Unocal System and the two Route 9
Systems. Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIS for an analysis of
tunneling impacts, associated mitigation, and projected impacts to the
Cross Valley Aquifer.

Response to Comment D3-30

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D3-31

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-44. Information regarding building a
conveyance pipeline through aquifer materials is discussed in Chapter 6
and Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D3-32

Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for an updated description and
comparison of project alternatives. Further detail on potential impacts to
groundwater can be found in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment D3-33

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS has been revised to better describe
the location of the Route 9 site and conveyance corridors
with respect to the CVWD Service Area, wellhead protection
areas, and Cross Valley Sole Source Aquifer boundaries.

Response to Comment D3-34

The permanent dewatering system at the Route 9 site will be
a series of underdrains that work via gravity. There will be no
pumping needed in this dewatering system. Offsite
infiltration options have not been considered since this would
require the permanent pumping of dewatered flows from the
project site, which is not considered practical.

Response to Comment D3-35

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43. 

Response to Comment D3-36

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-31.
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Response to Comment D3-37

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-32.

Response to Comment D3-38

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-33.

Response to Comment D3-39

This potential has been examined in the geotechnical analysis
conducted after the publication of the Draft EIS.  The results
of this analysis can be found in Chapter 6 and Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D3-40

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comments D2-4 and D2-35.

Response to Comment D3-41

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-37.
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Response to Comment D3-42

King County agrees these are key issues, and a more
thorough discussion of them is included in Chapter 6 and
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-9, for further details.

Response to Comment D3-43

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-39.

Response to Comment D3-44

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comments D2-2 and D2-4, which provide a
summary of groundwater impacts analyses conducted for the
conveyance pipelines and treatment plant sites respectively.
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Response to Comment D3-45

Please refer to the response to Comment D3-5 in this letter
and to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-9.

Response to Comment D3-46

Please refer to the response to Comment D3-5 in this letter
and to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-9.

Response to Comment D3-47

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-43.
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Response to Comment D3-48

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-38.

Response to Comment D3-49

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-38.

Response to Comment D3-50

The regulatory framework section of Chapter 4 has been
expanded to discuss how the regulations apply to the
Brightwater System. This discussion is included in the impact
and mitigation sections of Chapter 4.
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Response to Comment D3-51

King County did not intend to dismiss the sole source aquifer
designation and requirements because the project does not
use federal funds. A review of the requirements indicates that
the environmental review and groundwater studies conducted
for the Final EIS should meet the substantive requirements of
the sole source aquifer project review. Please refer to
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS
for additional information. 

Response to Comment D3-52

The implementation of regulations is described in the impacts
and mitigation sections of the Final EIS chapters. The
information has been organized such that the applicable
regulations are initially cited. Then, an evaluation of the
project is conducted to see what impacts, if any, could be
expected from constructing and operating the Brightwater
System. Finally, mitigation approaches and achieving the
necessary regulatory requirements are cited.

Response to Comment D3-53

Thank you for your comment. The typographical error has
been corrected.

Response to Comment D3-54

Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of
the Final EIS for more detailed geologic and hydrogeologic
interpretations of plant sites and the conveyance corridors.
Additional subsurface exploration programs have been
conducted since the Draft EIS, and geologic interpretations
and cross sections have been developed that more precisely
reflect geology conditions in the Brightwater System Area.

Response to Comment D3-55

Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, for
more detailed geologic and hydrogeologic interpretations of
plant sites and the conveyance corridors. Additional
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subsurface exploration programs have been conducted since the Draft
EIS and geologic interpretations and cross sections have been developed
that more precisely reflect geology conditions in the Brightwater System
area.

The statement that the Unocal site groundwater conditions are “typical
of the regional conditions” has been revised to reflect site’s atypical
conditions, including groundwater discharge to Puget Sound.

Response to Comment D3-56

Additional studies including groundwater modeling using the Cross
Valley Water District (CVWD) WHPA model information were
conducted to evaluate potential impacts to CVWD wells. Results of
modeling showed no potential impact to the closest CVWD wells from
dewatering. For additional information, please refer to Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment D3-57

The inconsistencies in the Draft EIS that you noted have been
resolved by additional data gathering, testing, water level
readings, and geologic interpretation of the subsurface
conditions at the Route 9 site. Please refer to Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS for revised
interpretations of the Route 9 geology, as well as several
geologic cross sections through the site.

Response to Comment D3-58

Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of
the Final EIS for a revised and more detailed discussion of
the Route 9 site geology. Since the Draft EIS, the description
of the site geology has been refined based on additional
subsurface data obtained from drilling and from sampling
seven borings (one boring to 500 feet in depth) at the Route 9
site.

Response to Comment D3-59

As part of the Final EIS, detailed groundwater impact
analyses have been conducted to evaluate the potential effects
of construction and operations of the Route 9 Treatment Plant
on the Cross Valley Aquifer and all of its users. Please refer
to the response to D3-5 of this letter, and Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment D3-60

Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS
summarizes the updated geologic interpretation of the Route
9 soil deposits based on the additional data-gathering
program conducted since the Draft EIS. The geology of the
Route 9 site was further evaluated by drilling and by
sampling seven additional borings (one boring to 500 feet
below the ground surface) and conducting additional
laboratory testing (including carbon dating of organic
material recovered from soil samples). This additional
drilling, sampling, testing, and interpretation of the data
indicate that the surface material at the site consists of
recessional outwash (Qvr) underlain by a diamict deposit
(Qvd) and till (Qvt). The Qvd and Qvt provide a somewhat
confining layer over the majority, but not all, of the site. The
deep 500-foot boring sampled the soil deposits beneath the
confining layer. These deposits consist of inter-bedded pre-
Vashon glacial fluvial and glacial lacustrine deposits. The
updated interpretation of the Route 9 geology is consistent
with the geology described elsewhere in the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D3-61

The purpose of this section is to describe the groundwater use
in the project vicinity. The Final EIS has been revised to
reflect that the Woodinville Water District, rather than the
City of Woodinville, owns these wells. The Woodinville
wells have been included in the impact analysis.

Impacts are described in the Final EIS in terms of regional
water table effects (drawdown) and areas that will experience
the drawdown. Effects on individual wells generally were not
evaluated but may be interpreted based on the location of a
well within areas affected by drawdown. The Woodinville
wells are located in an area that is not expected to experience
drawdown from dewatering. Please refer to the response to
the Washington State Department of Ecology, Comment W5-
15, and Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the
Final EIS for additional information. For private domestic
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wells, groundwater analyses and subsequent areas of potential impact
indicate that adverse risk to well users is negligible. However, should
adverse impacts to private domestic wells occur, King County will be
implementing a Potable Water Supply Program to address the impact as
described in Chapter 17 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D3-62

Please refer to Comment D3-60 in this letter that summarizes the re-
interpretation of geology at the Route 9 site as a result of additional soil
borings and testing. As you have noted in your comment, domestic and
industrial wells upgradient (to the east) of the site are installed in the
Advance Outwash (Qva). This deposit is of higher elevation than the
Route 9 site and is not present at the site. Therefore, the shallow
unconfined aquifer present at the surface of the Route 9 site (Qvrf) is
not hydrologically connected to the Qva aquifer where the upgradient
wells draw their water, and pumping from the Route 9 site Qvr aquifer
would not influence the upgradient Qva wells. Please refer to Appendix
6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS for a detailed
presentation and discussion of this relationship between the site and
upgradient areas.

Response to Comment D3-63

The Draft EIS figures have been revised to more clearly show the
locations of wells, wellhead protection areas, water system boundaries,
and other critical water supply features with respect to the proposed
Brightwater System locations. Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS for revised text and figures.

Response to Comment D3-64

Locations of private and public wells in the vicinity of the Brightwater
System that are publicly documented are included in the Final EIS.
Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final
EIS, which describes the correlation between the Cross Valley Water
District well information and well information gathered at the Route 9
site.
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Response to Comment D3-65

After further evaluation of the hydrogeologic conditions at
the Route 9 site, King County has determined that the site is
situated in a regional groundwater discharge area
characterized by upward groundwater flow. An aquitard also
is present between the shallow (water table) aquifer beneath
the site and the regional groundwater that serves as a water
supply to the Cross Valley wells. Both the aquitard and the
upward flow of groundwater would act to inhibit the
downward migration of any contaminants released at the
surface. For additional information regarding potential
contamination issues, please refer to the response to the
Washington State Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43.

Response to Comment D3-66

Revisions to the Final EIS have expanded the discussions of
potential contamination from the treatment plant to the
environment. Please refer to the response to the Washington
State Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43, for a
summary of these discussions, and to Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS for details.

Response to Comment D3-67

Documented in the Final EIS are significant additional
subsurface data gathering programs, geologic interpretations,
and hydrogeologic evaluations and numerical analyses of
groundwater effects during construction and operational
phases of the Brightwater System. Please refer to Appendix
6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D3-68

The reference in the table stating “same as Unocal 195th
Street Corridor” has been replaced with a description of
anticipated conditions.
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Response to Comment D3-69

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-53.

Response to Comment D3-70

King County agrees that the boundaries of the “Cross Valley
Aquifer” are not well known. The proximity of conveyance
corridors to the Cross Valley area is now referenced in a
number of locations in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS. For further information on the
contents of Appendix 6-B, please refer to the response to
Comment D3-5 of this letter. 

Response to Comment D3-71

As part of the Final EIS, detailed groundwater impact
analyses have been conducted to evaluate the potential effects
of construction and operations of the Route 9 Treatment Plant
on the Cross Valley Aquifer and all of its users. Please refer
to the response to D3-5 of this letter and Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D3-72

Additional subsurface data have been gathered and
groundwater impact analyses specific to the plant sites have
been conducted since the Draft EIS; these address the
concerns you raise in this comment. Please refer to the
response to the Olympic View Water & Sewer District,
Comment D2-4.
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Response to Comment D3-73

As part of the Final EIS, detailed groundwater impact
analyses have been conducted to evaluate the potential effects
of construction and operations of the Route 9 Treatment Plant
on the Cross Valley Aquifer and all of its users. Please refer
to the response to D3-5 of this letter and Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D3-74

Since the Draft EIS, the site layouts have been modified and
the cut-and-fill balances recalculated. The relative amounts of
excavation, however, are similar to those described in the
Draft EIS for each of the sites with the following exception:

The treatment plant structures at the Route 9 site have been
moved uphill to the eastern portion of the site where
groundwater is deeper than in the topographically lower
western portion of the site. Therefore, the similar-depth
excavation cuts for structures are now at higher elevations
above the near-surface unconfined aquifer, resulting in no
impact to the aquifer other than the dewatering necessary to
construct the portions of the structures below the water table.

The effects to the Deer Creek Springs from construction of
the Brightwater System are described in Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS and are projected
to be negligible.

Response to Comment D3-75

Please refer to the responses to Comment D3-5 of this letter
and to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-43.

Response to Comment D3-76

Please refer to the response to Comment D3-5 in this letter.
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Response to Comment D3-77

Since the Draft EIS, the effluent pump station has been eliminated from
the planned structures at the treatment plant, leaving the Influent Pump
Station (IPS) as the only structure deep enough to penetrate into the
lower pre-Vashon confined aquifers. The expected construction
procedures, including groundwater depressurization needs, are discussed
in detail in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
As described in Appendix 6-B and summarized in response to Comment
D3-5 of this letter, no significant adverse impacts to water resources are
anticipated as a result of construction and operation of the IPS at the
Route 9 site.
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Response to Comment D3-78

Please refer to the response to Comment D3-5 of this letter. 

Response to Comment D3-79

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-66.

Response to Comment D3-80

The proposed lining system described in the Final EIS will
control infiltration/exfiltration in the tunnel. Please refer to
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D3-81

As noted in prior responses, additional subsurface data
gathering (seven additional borings and multiple piezometer
installations) has occurred at the Route 9 site since the Draft
EIS. One boring was drilled to a depth of 500 feet below the
ground surface. These additional data have enabled the
geologic interpretation at the Route 9 site to be refined.
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS
provides a detailed description and multiple new geologic
cross sections of the refined geologic interpretation. As a
result, the statement referenced in this comment has also been
revised and is consistent with the site geology. 

Response to Comment D3-82

Please refer to the response to Comment D3-60 in this letter,
which summarizes the re-interpretation of geology at the
Route 9 site as a result of additional soil borings and testing.
It is acknowledged that the confined aquifer under pressure is
the deeper pre-Vashon aquifer and not the Qva aquifer. Data
continue to be gathered to ascertain gradients at the site, and
it is further acknowledged that the confining layer between
the surface unconfined aquifer (Qvr) and the lower pre-
Vashon aquifer should be considered a “leaky” confining
layer. This assumption was included in the groundwater
dewatering analyses. King County also agrees that till will
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slow infiltration but not stop it. Revised hydrogeologic interpretation is
included in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS
and includes both horizontal flow to Little Bear Creek and vertical flow
based on the site geology.
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Response to Comment D3-83

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-9.

Response to Comment D3-84

Wellhead protection areas have been added to the Sensitive
Areas Impacts section.

Response to Comment D3-85

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-70.

Response to Comment D3-86

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-71.
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Response to Comment D3-87

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-72.

Response to Comment D3-88

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-76.

Response to Comment D3-89

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water and
Sewer District, Comment D2-77.

Response to Comment D3-90

Please refer to the response to Comment D3-5 of this letter.
The average dewatering rate during construction is now
estimated at 350 gallons per minute for both the construction
phase and the operations phase. In addition, groundwater
impact analyses show that groundwater drawdown is
expected to be less than 1 foot at the nearest CVWD well (the
Woodlane well). 
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Response to Comment D3-91

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-79.

Response to Comment D3-92

Standard engineering design and construction techniques for
leak-resistant tanks would be used for the Brightwater
Treatment Plant structures. These techniques include
monolithic concrete pours to the extent practical, water stops
between concrete pours as applicable, concrete pads
surrounding tanks for secondary containment should spills
occur, pressure testing of tanks and pipelines, structure
underdrains that would enable monitoring to be conducted
during long-term operations, and routine maintenance. In
addition, a monitoring well network is planned to monitor
groundwater quality in the vicinity of the treatment plant
during operations.

Response to Comment D3-93

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS provides additional detail on the
requirements for minimizing the risk of spills. Specifically, a
spill prevention and control plan will be required along with a
stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) to guide
management of construction chemicals and procedures for
responding to spills, should they occur. Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS, provides
additional detail on potential impacts of the conveyance
system on groundwater, to balance the existing discussion of
potential hazardous material impacts on the project. 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS         Cross Valley Water District (D3)

Brightwater Final EIS 817

Response to Comment D3-94

Details on the conveyance construction approach, including
standard sealing procedures between the outside of the tunnel
lining and the surrounding soil, are contained in Appendices
3-B, Project Description: Conveyance, and 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS. Standard tunnel construction
procedures will result in the annulus space around the
exterior of the tunnel being sealed with concrete grout. Please
refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-9, for a summary of the information
contained in Appendix 6-B relative to the conveyance
construction and leakage analyses.

Response to Comment D3-95

As noted in several responses to prior comments in this letter,
additional subsurface data gathering, geotechnical laboratory
testing, geologic interpretation, and groundwater impact
analyses specific to the construction and operations of the
proposed Brightwater System have been conducted since the
Draft EIS. This information and analyses is presented in
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, and summarized
in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. It is further summarized in the
response to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comments W5-9, for conveyance analyses, and in the
response to the Olympic View Water & Sewer District,
Comment D2-4, for treatment plant sites. This information
indicates that no significant adverse impacts to earth and
water resources are expected as a result of the construction
and operations of the Brightwater System.
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Response to Comment D3-96

Thank you for your comment. The map has been revised.

Response to Comment D3-97

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D3-98

Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS
addresses potential impacts to the Deer Creek Spring and
Deer Creek by the Brightwater facilities and proposed
conveyance routes. Potential impacts caused by construction
dewatering will be mitigated by the use of construction
techniques that minimize dewatering and actual impacts to
local water bodies.
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Response to Comment D3-99

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water and
Sewer District, Comment D2-88.

Response to Comment D3-100

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water and
Sewer District, Comment D2-89.

Response to Comment D3-101

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water and
Sewer District, Comment D2-90.

Response to Comment D3-102

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water and
Sewer District, Comment D2-91.

Response to Comment D3-103

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water and
Sewer District, Comment D2-92. 

Response to Comment D3-104

Using injection wells is no longer being considered as a
means to dispose of dewatering flow. After more detailed
analyses, re-infiltration, or direct discharge to Little Bear
Creek after any necessary treatment, are both viable options
for the anticipated dewatering flow of 350 gallons per minute
during construction at the Route 9 site. Please refer to
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for greater detail on dewatering
flow management.

Response to Comment D3-105

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water and
Sewer District, Comments D2-94 and D2-95.
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Response to Comment D3-106

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water and
Sewer District, Comment D2-96.

Response to Comment D3-107

Potential construction impacts to groundwater resources from
chemical spills are now discussed in Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, and Chapter 4 of the Final EIS. For a
summary of the construction contamination evaluation,
please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43.

Response to Comment D3-108

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water and
Sewer District, Comment D2-4, which provides a summary
of the geologic interpretations at the two plant sites and the
groundwater impact analyses conducted since the Draft EIS.
Additional detail is provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D3-109

Since the Draft EIS, and in consideration of additional
subsurface information and a more detailed definition of the
project, the most likely construction methods have also been
refined for this Final EIS. If used, ground freezing as a means
to limit groundwater flow into excavations will likely be
limited to the base of portal excavations to stabilize the base
while the bottom slab is being poured. Grout/soil plugs are
also being considered to stabilize the base of portal
excavations. These construction methods are described in
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment D3-110

Chapter 7 has been clarified in the Final EIS. The statement
was intended to point out that with pervious pavement, more
water would be infiltrated, as opposed to running off the site
untreated.

Response to Comment D3-111

Since the Draft EIS, significant additional data gathering and
analyses specific to potential construction dewatering effects
to aquifers, domestic wells, streams, and wetlands have been
conducted for the Route 9 site. The data gathering and
analyses are discussed in detail in Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, with summary discussions included in
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. The analyses indicate that no
adverse impacts to the adjacent stream and wetland systems
are anticipated as a result of construction dewatering and the
subsequent management and discharge of the removed
groundwater. As noted by the appendices cited earlier in this
response, groundwater removed from the shallow site aquifer
would be either re-infiltrated into the aquifer or discharged to
Little Bear Creek, after any necessary treatment.

Response to Comment D3-112

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-100. 

Response to Comment D3-113

The issue of aquifer contamination during tunneling and
portal construction is discussed in detail in Chapter 6 and
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment D3-114

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-12.

Response to Comment D3-115

Unlike tunneling for the inflow and outflow from the plant,
underground utilities would be installed using shallow
trenching. This would involve modification of a shallow layer
below the ground surface and would not substantially affect
groundwater. It is rare for shallow utility trenches to have a
significant effect on regional aquifers. This topic is, therefore,
not discussed in the Final EIS. Please refer to the response to
the Olympic View Water and Sewer District, Comment D2-
104.

Response to Comment D3-116

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water and
Sewer District, Comment D2-104.

Response to Comment D3-117

The groundwater impact analyses conducted for the Final
EIS, and as summarized in the response to Comment D3-5 in
this letter, and in greater detail in Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS, indicate that the
groundwater drawdown is expected to extend up-gradient of
the Route 9 site about 3,000 feet, such that the drawdown at
the Woodlane well is less than 1 foot. As the Cathcart
Landfill is located further up-gradient from the Woodlane
well, dewatering for construction and operation at the Route
9 site should not cause leachate from the Cathcart Landfill to
be rerouted. 

Response to Comment D3-118

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment D3-119

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D3-120

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D3-121

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D3-122

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D3-123

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D3-124

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D3-125

Please refer to the response to Comment D3-2 in this letter.
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Response to Comment D3-126

The referenced statement was based on the review of
improvement projects that are identified in the Cross Valley
Water District Water Plan (1999). It is recognized that
construction of Brightwater at the Route 9 site is likely to
require more extensive system improvements to Cross Valley
Water District’s facilities in order to provide the necessary
water service and fire flows to the site. This information is
included in Chapter 17 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D3-127

The definition of stormwater in the Final EIS Glossary has
been revised. Stormwater is that portion of precipitation that
does not either percolate into the ground or evaporate, but
flows via overland flow, interflow, pipes, and other features
of a drainage system into a defined surface water body or
constructed infiltration system.

Response to Comment D3-128

Sections describing wellhead protection areas were revised to
include additional detail regarding the delineation of these
areas. Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D3-129

Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS
has been expanded since the Draft EIS, and includes
discussions of construction methods, groundwater impact
analyses, and mitigation approaches. For the plant site
locations, a summary of this chapter is contained in the
response to the Olympic View Water & Sewer District,
Comment D2-4. For a summary of the contamination
potential and mitigation approaches from the treatment plant
facilities to the environment, please refer to the response to
the Washington State Department of Ecology, Comment W5-
43.
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Response to Comment D3-130

The precast segmental liner will include steel reinforcement, flexible
gaskets, bolts, and pins designed to effectively support external water
pressures and provide a dry tunnel. Each joint is sealed. All joints have
gaskets and each joint is structurally connected during placement within
and behind the tunnel boring machine (TBM). Cement grout will be
placed between the segmental liner and the earth surface outside of it.
The purpose of the grout is three-fold: (1) it provides a uniform
confinement around the lining, (2) it forms a redundant seal outside of
all the joints, and (3) it provides a linear seal that fills any voids outside
the lining that eliminates any longitudinal flow along the tunnel exterior.
Grout will be injected in this fashion in the area directly behind the
TBM. Please refer to Appendices 3-G, Construction Approach and
Schedule, and 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS for
additional detail.
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Response to Comment D3-131

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-111.

Response to Comment D3-132

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-112.

Response to Comment D3-133

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-113.

Response to Comment D3-134

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-114.

Response to Comment D3-135

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-115.
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Response to Comment D3-136

The approaches of handling and discharging dewatering
flows have been refined since the Draft EIS, and include re-
infiltration through sedimentation ponds or constructed
wetlands, direct discharge to receiving water bodies, or
sending flows to sewer systems if necessary. Chapter 6 of the
Final EIS provides a summary of the dewatering flow
management approaches anticipated for the various
Brightwater System components. Additional detail is
provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater.

Response to Comment D3-137

Please refer to the response to Comment D3-136 in this letter.
Dewatering flow will be treated onsite to meet surface water
quality discharge standards if technically feasible and cost
effective. Groundwater inflow estimates have been revised
based on additional data and analysis and are much lower
than previously estimated.

Response to Comment D3-138

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comments W5-9, W5-15 and W5-
40. Additional detail is provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment D3-139

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D3-140

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D3-141

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water &
Sewer District, Comment D2-120. 

Response to Comment D3-142

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D3-143

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D3-144

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D3-145

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D3-146

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment D3-147

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a discussion of
the probable significant adverse environmental impacts and
reasonable mitigation measures associated with the proposal.
The Draft EIS was issued at a time when a certain level of
information was known relating to the probable significant
adverse impacts of the proposal and possible methods to
reasonably mitigate those impacts. Consistent with SEPA
guidelines, in areas where there was uncertainty regarding the
impacts, the Draft EIS presented a worst-case analysis of
impacts. The Draft EIS also indicated that ongoing analysis
was under way and that additional information would be
forthcoming in the Final EIS. The purpose of a Final EIS is to
respond to comments on the Draft EIS and, where
appropriate, to provide additional or revised information and
analysis relating to probable significant adverse
environmental impacts of the proposal and reasonable
mitigation measures. Since issuance of the Draft EIS in late
2002, considerable additional analysis has been conducted, as
is the case on any large project, to further define and develop
the proposal and to respond to Draft EIS comments. A
number of the details that you have requested in various
comments relate to either information that does not involve
probable significant adverse environmental impacts or
information that is important prior to issuance of actual
permits, is not reasonably included in an EIS. Additional
analysis that has been conducted regarding impacts to water
resources is available in Chapter 6. The conclusion was
reached that there would be no impacts upon water resources
that could not be mitigated to nonsignificant levels.
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Response to Comment D3-148

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-15.

Response to Comment D3-149

For the reasons set forth in the responses to D3-19 through
D3-147 of this letter, King County believes that the Draft EIS
and Final EIS meet the requirements for an Environmental
Impact Statement as required under state law and the
applicable case law interpreting the Washington State
Environmental Policy Act’s (SEPA) procedural requirements
(the SEPA Rules WAC 197-11).

Response to Comment D3-150

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comments W5-9, W5-15 and W5-
40. Additional detail is provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D3-151

Potential physical and chemical impacts to Little Bear Creek
from construction and operation are discussed in greater
detail in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment D3-152

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comments W5-9, W5-15 and W5-
40. Additional detail is provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater.

Response to Comment D3-153

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-15.
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Response to Comment D3-154

Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Comment D4-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment D4-2

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.
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Response to Comment D4-3

Additional geotechnical and groundwater information is
provided in Chapters 4 and 6, and Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment D5-1

King County is committed to designing and constructing a
tunnel that does not have an adverse short- or long-term
impact on the productivity or quality of the Lake Forest
Water District’s water source. Considerable effort is being
expended and will continue to be expended to ensure that
sufficient information is available to make proper design
decisions about how best to protect this important resource.

Response to Comment D5-2

A robust tunnel design would be implemented, including a
considerable effort to ensure a design that is protective of the
aquifer. One of the ways to protect the aquifer is to take
advantage of naturally occurring, low-permeability
subsurface materials, and this would be a factor in the design
effort. In addition, King County would integrate the
Brightwater conveyance system facilities into its long-term,
ongoing asset management program, which includes routine
inspection and maintenance procedures.
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Response to Comment D5-3

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment D5-4

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment D1-1

Thank you for your comment. King County recognizes its
responsibilities as lead agency under SEPA and as the project
proponent for Brightwater. 
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Response to Comment D6-1

The Lake Forest Park Water District was one of 23 agencies,
organizations, and individuals who received an extension of
the comment period upon request. After the publication of the
Draft EIS, King County conducted additional studies of the
aquifers in the Brightwater project area. Please refer to the
revised discussion of impacts in the Final EIS, Chapter 6 and
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater.

Response to Comment D6-2

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.
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Response to Comment D6-3

Both the Route 9-195th and Route 9-228th Street corridors
are being evaluated and screened using a number of
engineering, community, environmental, and land acquisition
criteria. The 195th and 228th Street corridors were the two
Route 9 site conveyance corridors that were selected during
the Draft EIS screening. They are both being further
evaluated as part of the Final EIS. The proposed conveyance
facilities are predominantly underground tunnels that can
largely pass under public right-of-way even in more densely
occupied residential areas. The open/available space within
the portal siting areas, along either the 195th or 228th Street
alignments, is a consideration in the final route selection in
the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D6-4

The Draft EIS did not include a list of affected agencies
because all agencies that will be affected will not be known
until final project design and permit submittal. The Lake
Forest Park Water District was mistakenly listed as the Lake
Forest Park Water and Sewer District on the Distribution List
in Appendix A of the Draft EIS. The reference has been
corrected. The Lake Forest Park Water District is listed on
the Distribution List in the Final EIS and will receive a copy
of the Final EIS. The City of Lake Forest Park is listed as a
King County wastewater customer in Chapter 2 of the Draft
and Final EIS because it is the City, not the Water District
that provides service to wastewater customers.

In addition, the Water District was discussed in appropriate
sections of the Draft EIS; refer to Section 4.1.4.5,
Groundwater, and Table 4-4, for example. The Water District
is also discussed in appropriate sections of the Final EIS,
particularly in sections that discuss aquifers and wellhead
protection areas.
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Response to Comment D6-5

In response to a number of citizen and local agency comments and a re-
evaluation of the configuration of Brightwater System influent
conveyance facilities, Portal Siting Area 10 has been eliminated from
the Route 9 project description and is a secondary portal in the Unocal
project description in the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D6-6

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park, Comment
C4-8.

Response to Comment D6-7

King County is committed to sharing with interested parties all geology
and groundwater data that are collected for the Brightwater System.
King County believes that the information included in this Final EIS is
sufficient to evaluate the potential impacts and mitigation approaches
for the project.

Response to Comment D6-8

King County acknowledges that communications with Lake Forest Park
Water District were limited prior to publication of the Draft EIS. Since
that time, King County has made a concerted effort to meet with and
obtain input from the District on hydrogeologic testing and exploration
and intends to continue to do so throughout the remainder of the
process.

Response to Comment D6-9

The Executive’s decision is based on a number of factors including the
findings in the Final EIS, as well as additional technical, community,
and cost considerations. A full description of the siting process is
available on CD upon request or the summary can be found in Chapter 2
of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D6-10

The Draft EIS included expert evaluation of hydrogeological issues
associated with the Route 9-195th Street System. The Final EIS
provides additional technical analysis of this issue. Moreover, King

County has provided many jurisdictions with funding to conduct, if they
wish, independent expert review of any issue included in the EIS.
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Response to Comment D6-11

Based upon the known ground conditions and the portal and
tunnel designs, it is estimated that the seepage, both in and
out of the system, will be minimal. Please refer to Final EIS
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, for more
discussion regarding infiltration and exfiltration.

Response to Comment D6-12

Please refer to the responses to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8, and Olympic View Water & Sewer District,
Comment D2-67. For additional details, please refer to the
Final EIS Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater.

Response to Comment D6-13

Bi-County East and West Water Tunnel - 1979: The tunnels
had leakage problems because the rock structure did not
behave as predicted by the designers. The tunnels did not
utilize pre-cast bolted and gasketed segments grouted in
place. Brightwater tunnels will have such a segmented lining
system to provide more uniform and greater levels of sealing
than was unavailable in 1979. A secondary liner may be
added in some areas to add an additional level of protection
redundancy.

Washington (D.C.) Metro Subway Tunnel - 1975–2001: The
cause of the problem in the earliest tunnels was primarily due
to the leakage through cast-in-place concrete in ground
conditions that now are considered inappropriate.
Washington Metro has subsequently switched to designs that
principally used bolted and gasketed segmental liners to
control groundwater seepage. Bolted and gasketed segmental
liners will also be used in Brightwater. With this change and
advancements in grouting technologies, the newest
Washington Metro tunnels have been noted for being
completely dry.

Central Artery/Tunnel: The comment refers to four different
Boston area agencies, one of which (Metropolitan District
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Commission) no longer exists. The Massachusetts Water Resources
Authority has constructed some of the oldest subway tunnels in the
country. None of the agencies has an “industry-recognized” failure
associated with the operation of their respective tunnels.

Romeriksporten (rail tunnel from Oslo to Stalsberg): The principal
reason for damage caused by the construction of the Romeriksporten
was due to the insufficient geotechnical investigation prior to
construction. Unlike the United States, Norway at the time did not
require a preliminary environmental assessment before permitting and
construction. The tunnel crossed a 10-kilometer (6-mile) area of
unstable rock faults with multiple rock shears and fissures before the
geotechnical conditions were recognized. King County has conducted
and continues to conduct geotechnical investigations to design tunnel
alignments that avoid high-risk environments. In addition, the
geotechnical information would be used to properly design the tunnel to
prevent the leakage encountered at Romeriksporten.

Response to Comment D6-14

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment D6-15

King County is aware of the importance of the aquifer
supporting the Lake Forest Park Water District Wellfield and
is committed to protecting this resource. Consequently,
studies have been and continue to be undertaken to support a
project design that is protective of groundwater quality and
quantity. Please refer to the response to the City of Lake
Forest Park, Comment C4-8, for specific details on King
County actions in this regard.
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Response to Comment D6-16

The installation of a tunnel, portal, or other component of the
Brightwater System would not alter the way municipalities
review permit applications for the maintenance or installation
of new utilities in public right-of-ways. The presence of a
tunnel or any other utility within a right-of-way will not
impact the Water District’s ability to install or maintain its
infrastructure so long as proper separations are maintained.

Response to Comment D6-17

King County has been discussing and will continue to discuss
with the Lake Forest Park Water District the issue of
mitigation needs.
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Response to Comment D6-18

King County is also committed to protecting the aquifer from
any damage associated with tunneling. Please refer to the
response to the City of Lake Forest Park, Comment C4-8, for
specific information on King County’s actions in this regard.

Response to Comment D6-19

Please refer to the response to the Lake Forest Park Water
District, Comment D6-10.

Response to Comment D6-20

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment D6-21

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS contains a discussion of the
probable significant adverse environmental impacts of the
proposal on water supply and reasonable mitigation measures
to address probable significant adverse impacts. No impacts
to these water resources, that would not be mitigated to a
nonsignificant level, were identified.
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Response to Comment D6-22

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D6-23

King County recognizes that the portions of the Route 9-
195th Street System alternative did not have the same level of
field explorations as some other areas along the other
alternatives. That is why King County has conducted
additional geotechnical investigations to further evaluate the
potential for risks to groundwater along the system
alternatives. The investigations have included both field
explorations and review of geotechnical data of previous well
projects. These data are included in the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment D6-24

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS analyzes in greater detail the
likelihood of impacts to Lake Forest Park Water District’s
system of wells and aquifers.

Response to Comment D6-25

Please refer to response to Comments D6-10 in this letter.
Comments related to requested assurances go beyond the
scope of the EIS and should be addressed directly to the
appropriate King County decision makers.
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Response to Comment D6-26

King County is committed to protecting Lake Forest Park’s
water supply during construction and operation of the
Brightwater System. Detailed technical evaluations
supporting King County’s commitment to protect this water
resource are summarized in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D6-27

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8, regarding the issues addressed in this
comment, except for one pertaining to “test boring holes.”
With regard to the concern about contamination associated
with test borings, all wells and borings being drilled for the
geotechnical exploration program are being constructed in
accordance with governing Washington State Department of
Ecology regulations, which are designed to protect
groundwater quality and prevent migration.
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Response to Comment D6-28

The proposed tunnel would be situated, if feasible and
consistent with all engineering criteria, within low
permeability deposits, rather than permeable water-bearing
strata that may be connected in some way with the Lake
Forest Park Wellfield. It appears it will be possible to do this
for the Route 9-195th Street corridor where it passes north of
the wellfield by lowering the tunnel a few tens of feet.
Lowering the tunnel would drop it out of fluvial water-
bearing deposits into fine-grained, largely lacustrine deposits.
Further geotechnical explorations are being conducted to
confirm the vertical and lateral continuity of these fine-
grained sediments.

Response to Comment D6-29

Tunnel leakage estimates have been refined and are now
expected to range be less than 50 gpm for tunnel segments
ranging between 1,500 and 22,000 feet in length with the
possibility of short-term (less than two weeks) flows of up to
250 gpm. External pressures vary, as do internal pressures, so
a single value cannot be provided.

Response to Comment D6-30

King County would specify and design a tunnel conveyance
system that is water resistant in accordance with the standards
of the tunnel industry.

Soft ground tunnels passing through saturated granular soils
under very high head conditions (aquifers) have been
successfully completed without inflows to the tunnel. Many
such tunnels are regularly constructed throughout this country
and world. The most common approach to tunnel
construction where high head conditions exist and water is
not allowed into the tunneling aquifers is to use a
pressurized-face tunnel-boring machine in combination with
a pre-cast, bolted and gasketed segmental lining that has the
annular space between it and the ground surface outside of it
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backfilled with grout. This type of system will be established as
minimum criteria for the initial Brightwater tunnel lining system.
Several King County projects have been successfully constructed using
the systems outlined above. These include the Ft. Lawton Tunnel, the
West Seattle (Alki) Tunnel, and the Henderson MLK tunnel, which is
currently under construction. Each of these tunnels has similar ground
conditions (soils) anticipated for Brightwater. The following is a list of
projects completed, or currently under construction, where the soil
conditions are different due to regional geological differences, but the
groundwater condition (head) meets or exceeds that which is anticipated
for Brightwater.

• South Bay Ocean Outfall, San Diego CA, Completed about 1998
• St. Clair River Tunnel, Canada/USA Border, Completed about 1997 

• North East Interceptor Tunnel, Los Angeles CA, Construction 50
percent complete, TBM lining system working (dry tunnel)

• East Central Interceptor Tunnel, Los Angeles CA, Construction 75
percent complete, TBM lining system working (dry tunnel)

• Arrowhead East and Arrowhead West Tunnels, San Bernadino CA,
Construction 35 percent complete

• West Side CSO Tunnel, Portland OR, Construction 30 percent
complete

The designated sole source aquifers in King County include a portion of
the Cross Valley Aquifer, Cedar Valley (Renton Aquifer), and the
Vashon-Maury Island Aquifer System. There are no tunnels through
these aquifers, although a portion of the main sewer trunk system does
pass through or near the Cedar Valley Aquifer. Many tunnels
constructed in the Seattle area do pass through various aquifers within
the area’s glacial deposits that are not designated as sole source aquifers
but have been used for water supply. King County is not aware of any
instances where these aquifers or water supply wells completed within
these aquifers have been impacted by tunnels.

More specifics regarding aquifer impacts are included in the Final EIS
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater.

Response to Comment D6-31

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park, Comment
C4-8.

Response to Comment D6-32

No conclusions will be reached on the location of Brightwater facilities
until after the Final EIS is issued. The Draft and Final EIS contain
information associated with both the proposed Route 9-195th Street and
Route 9-228th Street Systems.
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Response to Comment D6-33

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D6-34

The statement is correct. The comment period for the Draft
EIS closed on January 21, 2003. Extensions were granted to
agencies and individuals upon request.

Response to Comment D6-35

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D6-36

Both the Route 9-195th Street and Route 9-228th Street
corridors were analyzed in the Draft EIS. As part of the
ongoing project work and in response to Draft EIS
comments, the 195th Street corridor has been identified as the
preferred corridor. Both the 228th Street and 195th Street
corridors are analyzed in even greater detail in the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D6-37

Comments relating to requested assurances from King
County should be addressed directly to King County, rather
through the EIS comment process.
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Response to Comment D6-38

Please refer to the response to Comment D6-24 in this letter.

Response to Comment D6-39

Comments regarding agreements for work between the
District and King County and assurances requested by the
District of King County should be addressed directly to King
County rather than through the EIS comment process. 
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Response to Comment D6-40

Comments regarding agreements for work between the
District and King County and assurances requested by the
District of King County should be addressed directly to King
County rather than responded to in an EIS.
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Response to Comment D2-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D2-2

King County recognizes the importance of the groundwater
resource serving the Olympic View Water & Sewer District
and is committed to protecting both its quality and quantity
during construction and operation of the conveyance system.
Due to the importance of this area, additional information is
presented in the Final EIS on the nature of the resource
through the drilling of new borings, the implementation of a
water level monitoring program, and development of
subsurface cross sections specific to this area.  In addition,
numerical analyses of groundwater withdrawal during
construction and groundwater infiltration during operation
have been completed to provide a quantitative bracket on
affects to water levels in the area. All of this information is
presented in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the
Final EIS, and summarized in the response to the Washington
State Department of Ecology, Comment W5-9.
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Response to Comment D2-3

The analysis of probable significant adverse environmental
impacts and reasonable mitigation measures for those
identified impacts to water resources is set forth in Chapter 6
of the Final EIS. Comments related to requested assurances
from King County should be addressed directly to King
County rather than responded to in an EIS.

Response to Comment D2-4

Additional subsurface investigation, geologic interpretations,
and groundwater impact analyses have been conducted since
the Draft EIS. Below is a summary of these activities for the
two proposed Brightwater Treatment Plant sites. Since the
Draft EIS, additional subsurface investigation and
groundwater impact analyses have been conducted to address
your concerns.  These additional investigations, additional
geologic interpretations, and results of the groundwater
analyses are described in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS. For the conveyance corridors,
a summary of these investigations and analysis results is
included in the response to the Washington State Department
of Ecology, Comment W5-9. As the Cross Valley Water
district is closest to the Route 9 plant site location, a
summary of the additional groundwater impact analyses
conducted for the plant sites is provided below.

EIS investigations, evaluations, and analyses have been
planned and conducted to analyze concerns related to
groundwater and aquifers at each of the proposed treatment
plant sites, the Route 9 site and the Unocal site.

At the Route 9 site, groundwater and aquifer work has
focused on:

• The potential impact of constructing a wastewater facility
over a Cross Valley Sole Source Aquifer
• The potential impact of construction dewatering and
long-term operations on the groundwater system, including
the Cross Valley Water District’s wellfield, private wells in
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the vicinity of the site, and Little Bear Creek
• Potential leakage from plant structures and pipelines.

 At the Unocal site, work has focused on:

• The potential impact on marsh and wetland areas from plant
construction and long-term operations

• The potential changes to the existing groundwater flow regime
by vertical retaining walls required for site development

• The potential impact of dewatering on wells and springs in the
vicinity of the site.

 King County has conducted an evaluation of groundwater and aquifer
conditions at these sites in a phased approach. Initially, existing
available information was gathered for the two sites, including
published subsurface information, information from water districts and
purveyors, private well logs from the Department of Ecology,
geotechnical reports from other Route 9 property parcels, and remedial
investigation data from the Unocal site. Due to the extensive amount of
existing subsurface data on the Unocal site (data from over 200 soil
borings and nearly 75 monitoring wells), no additional subsurface
exploration programs were necessary to evaluate the potential effects of
the Brightwater project. In addition, two phases of soil borings, and
installation of monitoring wells and instrumentation to measure
groundwater levels, were conducted at the Route 9 site. This
information, along with laboratory test data from soil samples collected
at the Route 9 site, was used to analyze subsurface conditions at each
site. Subsurface investigations also included estimating a range of soil
property and aquifer parameters, from expected to upperbound, for
modeling the groundwater regime.

 As part of the EIS process, groundwater impact analyses at the two
proposed plant sites was conducted to evaluate potential construction
and operation impacts on the groundwater regime. The details of these
analyses can be found in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of
the Final EIS. These analyses used data developed from our Phase 1 and
2 exploration programs and the conceptual plant layouts (structure size,
depth, and use). Other information, such as likely construction methods,
sequencing, and duration of construction activities were considered in
these groundwater impact analyses. In addition to the potential

construction impacts, potential long-term operational impacts to the
groundwater regime were evaluated.

 Due to the complexity and uncertainties of defining the subsurface
environment in a region impacted by glaciation, where multiple
interpretations of the published and site-specific subsurface data are
possible and common, the most conservative interpretation was used in
the groundwater impacts analyses. For example, the data suggest that at
the Route 9 site, the production zone of the Cross Valley Aquifer
separated from the near surface groundwater regime by an aquitard, a
relatively impermeable soil layer. As limited data on subsurface
conditions are available at this site, it is conservatively assumed for
impacts analyses that the Cross Valley Aquifer production zone is
hydraulically connected to the near surface groundwater located beneath
the Route 9 site, in which the treatment plant structures will be located.

 In addition to evaluating potential site-specific groundwater impacts, we
also developed mitigation measures and evaluated their effectiveness for
controlling construction dewatering, hydrostatic uplift relief for
structures constructed below the groundwater table, and potential
leakage from plant basins and piping.

 Based on evaluation of groundwater and aquifer conditions, the
following site-specific conclusions have been drawn.

 1. For the Route 9 site:

• A dewatering well system is the most likely means of controlling
groundwater during construction excavation for facilities that extend
below the site groundwater table. These well systems will
temporarily lower the groundwater table such that excavations and
structures can be built “in the dry.” The estimated dewatering rate
for the 3-year facility construction period is 350 gpm (gallons per
minute). During long-term operations of the facilities, permanent
underdrain systems will be installed as needed to relieve hydrostatic
uplift pressures (i.e., the high groundwater pressures) beneath some
structures. The underdrain systems during normal plant operations
are expected to dewater at the rate of 350 gpm. Analyses shows that
the amount and duration of necessary construction and long-term
dewatering will have no impact on the Cross Valley Sole Source
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Aquifer, Cross Valley Water District wells, Little Bear Creek, and
other wells in the vicinity of the site. For example, significant
adverse impact groundwater analyses at the Route 9 site, it was
conservatively assumed that the deeper Cross Valley Aquifer is in
direct hydraulic connection with the near surface groundwater
regime above it, even though data exist that indicates a low
permeability soil layer provides some degree of separation between
the upper groundwater zone at the site and the deeper Cross Valley
Aquifer. With this conservative assumption, the impact on the
closest Cross Valley Water District well, from either construction
dewatering or long-term underdrain operation is estimated to be less
than 1 foot of drawdown. Details on the groundwater model (Finite
Element Simulation) used to evaluate the impacts of the facility
construction and operations on the groundwater regime at the Route
9 site is included in Appendix 6-B. The plant underdrain system will
also be used as a leak detection system during long-term operations
of the treatment plant. This allows for early identification of
potential problems, and the ability to take structures out of service
for repair before there are any adverse impacts to the aquifer and
environment.

• Both construction dewatering and long-term underdrain flows will
be managed by re-infiltrating the collected water back into the near
surface groundwater regime at the eastern end of the Route 9 site. If
necessary, treatment of the collected groundwater will be conducted
prior to re-infiltration such that groundwater quality requirements
are met. Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for more details
on management of dewatering and underdrain flows.

 2. For the Unocal site:

• The lower yard area of the Unocal site is underlain by pervious
granular deposits and is adjacent to Puget Sound, wetlands, and
streams. Construction dewatering using wells that are in close
proximity to major water bodies will typically generate large flows
that are difficult to manage during construction. The estimated
dewatering rate for the 3-year plant construction period is 300 gpm,
with a peak, month-long rate of 720 gpm. As a means to limit
effects to the marsh and streams, more stringent construction

dewatering and control methods were assumed than those initially
proposed in the Draft EIS, in an effort to reduce the groundwater
dewatering-related impacts.

• Construction dewatering using wells in combination with vertical
barriers (cutoffs) would be used adjacent to the marsh area. This
construction approach is estimated to result in a drawdown to the
marsh area at the site boundary of 1 foot or less. Monitoring of the
marsh and stream levels will be conducted during construction, and
if it appears that the water levels are being affected, augmentation of
surface water to the marsh and streams will be provided in a
designed controlled manner. This approach of stringent dewatering
requirements and surface augmentation of flow, if necessary, is
expected to have negligible impacts on the adjacent water bodies at
the Unocal Site.

• Hydrostatic uplift forces for structures below the groundwater table
can be effectively handled by installing a deep foundation (pile)
system to support the structures. This system will not require long-
term dewatering, generating no long-term impacts to groundwater
flow, and has the added advantage for benefiting the seismic design
needs for the plant.

• The natural topography of the Unocal site, with the upper and lower
yards separated by a steep slope, will require a series of high
retaining walls to provide appropriate site grades for plant
structures. Construction of these walls will cause short-term
drainage of perched water zones that seasonally exist below the
upper yard. The permanent drainage system behind the retaining
walls, combined with vertical barriers outside the wall zone of
influence will restore the perched water zones to their pre-
construction levels during the long-term operations of the facility.

This summary has presented the highlights of King County’s EIS
evaluation of groundwater and aquifer conditions for the two proposed
treatment plant sites. Details of this work can be found in the Appendix
6-B, Geology and Groundwater, and Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS     Olympic View Water & Sewer District (D2)

Brightwater Final EIS 867

Response to Comment D2-5

King County agrees that, although no overall adverse environmental
impact on groundwater flow or quality is anticipated, a groundwater
monitoring program is advisable. Therefore, a Conveyance Construction
Groundwater Monitoring Plan will be prepared and implemented by
King County prior to the initiation of conveyance construction. The
primary purpose of the monitoring program will be to provide early
warning of declining water levels, or other adverse affects, in areas
considered sensitive.  Sensitive areas could include portals, vulnerable
wetlands and streams, or Deer Creek Spring and up-gradient locations
within the wellhead protection area. The Plan would be prepared in
coordination with the Olympic View Water & Sewer District,
Washington Department of Ecology, and other interested parties.

Response to Comment D2-6

The described sealing technologies are recognized best management
practices (BMPs) that have been used successfully in other King County
large diameter tunneling projects in the past decade. The proposed
lining system for the tunnels, consisting of bolted, gasketed, precast
concrete segments, which is subsequently grouted in place, has been
used to provide dry tunnels for 20 years. Many large diameter tunnel
projects have been completed using this technology as a BMP for
groundwater control. Locally, these projects include King County’s
Henderson, Alki, and Denny Way Tunnel projects. The South Bay
Ocean Outfall in California, West Side CSO Storage in Oregon, and the
Channel Tunnel in the UK are other similarly designed projects.

Response to Comment D2-7

The analysis of probable significant adverse environmental impacts and
reasonable mitigation measures for those identified impacts to water
resources is set forth in the Final EIS Chapter 6. Comments related to
requested assurances from King County should be addressed directly to
King County rather than responded to in an EIS.
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Response to Comment D2-8

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a discussion of
the probable significant adverse environmental impacts and
the reasonable mitigation measures associated with the
proposal. The Draft EIS was issued at a time when a certain
level of information was known relating to the probable
significant adverse impacts of the proposal and possible
methods to reasonably mitigate those impacts. Consistent
with SEPA guidelines, in areas where there was uncertainty
regarding the impacts, the Draft EIS presented a worst-case
analysis of impacts. The Draft EIS also indicated that
ongoing analysis was under way and that additional
information would be forthcoming in the Final EIS. The
purpose of a Final EIS is to respond to comments on the
Draft EIS and, where appropriate, to provide additional or
revised information and analysis relating to probable
significant adverse environmental impacts of the proposal
and reasonable mitigation measures. Since issuance of the
Draft EIS in late 2002, considerable additional analysis has
been conducted, as is the case on any large project, to further
define and develop the proposal and to respond to Draft EIS
comments. A number of the details that you have requested in
various comments relate to either information that does not
involve probable significant adverse environmental impacts
or information that is important prior to issuance of actual
permits, which is not reasonably included in an EIS.
Additional analysis that has been conducted that relates to
probable significant adverse impacts that will not be
mitigated or regulated into non-significance is included as
part of the Final EIS analysis. This includes additional
analysis regarding impacts to water resources in Chapter 6.

Response to Comment D2-9

Please refer to the response to Comment D2-4 of this letter.
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Response to Comment D2-10

The Final EIS provides additional details as to what is meant in any
given area by the use of the term “best management practices.”
Additional analysis has been developed since issuance of the Draft EIS
with regard to significant adverse environmental impacts and reasonable
mitigation measures. Also, members of the public and other agencies
used the SEPA process to provide specific suggestions for mitigation
measures. Based on this input and as is authorized under SEPA, the
Final EIS provides additional information concerning mitigation of
identified significant adverse environmental impacts.
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Response to Comment D2-11

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a reasonably
thorough discussion of the probable significant adverse
environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation measures
for those identified impacts beyond that characterized in this
comment. Since issuance of the Draft EIS in late 2002,
considerable additional analysis has been conducted, as is the
case on any large project, to further define and develop the
proposal and to respond to Draft EIS comments. Additional
analysis that has been conducted that relates to probable
significant adverse impacts that will not be mitigated or
regulated into non-significance is included as part of the Final
EIS analysis. This includes additional analysis regarding
impacts to water resources in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D2-12

Please refer to the response to Comment D2-2 in this letter.

Response to Comment D2-13

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-9, and the response to
Comment D2-2 in this letter.

Response to Comment D2-14

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comments W5-69.
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Response to Comment D2-15

Please refer to the response to Comments D2-2 and D2-104
in this letter.

Response to Comment D2-16

The Final EIS analysis analyzes in greater detail the
likelihood of impacts to Olympic View Water & Sewer
District’s water sources and discusses appropriate mitigation
measures concerning the potential impacts in Chapter 6 and
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D2-17

An additional hydrogeotechnical investigation was completed
after the publication of the Draft EIS to evaluate potential
risks and appropriate construction methods for sealing the
tunnels and portal structures to prevent flow along the
structures. The results of the study are detailed in Appendices
6-B, Geology and Groundwater, and 6-F, Groundwater and
Stormwater Management at the Candidate Portal Sites, of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment D2-18

Please refer to the responses to Comment D2-2, in this letter,
and to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-9.

Response to Comment D2-19

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-121.

Response to Comment D2-20

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43.

Response to Comment D2-21

King County agrees that breach of an influent line could have
serious consequences for groundwater quality, although there
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are already extensive wastewater influent interceptors and sewer pipe
networks throughout the metropolitan Puget Sound area that have
served well for years, without catastrophic failures resulting in
groundwater contamination. Existing surface waters are well above
tunnel elevations and would not be affected.  The potential for a breach
is discussed in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS. King County’s conclusion,
based on local and national tunneling experience, is that there are no
realistic or plausible mechanisms for catastrophic breaching of an
influent line. In the Olympic View area, smaller scale cracking could
occur and would result in leakage into the tunnel, rather than the
reverse. For further details, please refer to the response to Comment D2-
2 in this letter.
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Response to Comment D2-22

Please refer to the response to Comment D2-21 of this letter.
Additional discussion of the potential impacts from a
conveyance system breakage is included in Chapter 4 of the
Final EIS.  The described sealing technologies are those that
have been used successfully in other King County large
diameter tunneling projects over the past 20 years. BMPs will
be developed as part of the preliminary and final design of
the Brightwater System.

Response to Comment D2-23

Please refer to the responses to Comment D2-2 in this letter,
and to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-9.

Response to Comment D2-24

Effluent conveyance groundwater evaluations are described
in detail in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the
Final EIS and in the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-9.

Response to Comment D2-25

Please refer to the response to Comment D2-5 in this letter.

Response to Comment D2-26

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D2-27

This Final EIS contains additional detailed analysis of the
impacts and mitigation associated with the construction and
operation of the conveyance pipelines for the Unocal System
and the two Route 9 Systems. Please refer to Chapter 4 of the
Final EIS for an analysis of tunneling impacts, associated
mitigation, and projected impacts to the Cross Valley
Aquifer.
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Response to Comment D2-28

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D2-29

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-44. Information
regarding building a conveyance pipeline through aquifer
materials is discussed in Chapter 6 and Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D2-30

Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for an updated
description and comparison of project alternatives. Further
detail on potential impacts to groundwater can be found in
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D2-31

The mitigation of preferential flow is described in Chapter 6
of the Final EIS. Systematic grouting to seal the outside of
subsurface structures has been successfully completed on
previously constructed King County tunnel projects.

Standard King County construction policy requires the
contractor to develop and submit a monitoring plan for the
County to review and approve prior to construction.

Response to Comment D2-32

Standard King County construction policy requires that
multiple QA/QC procedures be implemented throughout the
design and construction phase of a project. The County will
retain construction managers and observers who will be
providing oversight and review of the construction process in
accordance with King County contractual requirements.
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Response to Comment D2-33

Tunnel leakage estimates have been refined and are now
expected to range between 10 and 150 gpm for tunnel
segments ranging between 1,500 and 22,000 feet in length.
Therefore, the Final EIS has been revised to remove the word
"eliminate". Additional information regarding tunnel leakage
is found in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, while
details on the tunnel construction are located in Appendix 3-
B, Project Description: Conveyance.

Response to Comment D2-34

Please refer to the response to Comment D2-33 in this letter.

Response to Comment D2-35

Discussion of hydrostatic uplift is included in Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, and Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.
To counter-act upward hydrostatic pressures at the base of
structures, the standard initial approach is to evaluate adding
more structural weight to provide an adequate factor of
safety. However, because of the high hydrostatic pressures at
the Route 9 site, adding sufficient additional structural weight
(i.e., thickening concrete base slabs) is not technically viable
and is also cost prohibitive. Therefore, at the Route 9 site,
structural underdrains are planned for the treatment facilities
and water holding tanks. The flow from these underdrains
will then be re-infiltrated into the near-surface aquifer using
constructed wetlands at the site. The groundwater impact
analyses, as summarized in the response to Comment D2-4 in
this letter, evaluated the effect of groundwater flow into the
underdrains for the lifetime of the treatment plant. The
analyses showed that there would be no significant adverse
impacts as a result of these underdrains.

Response to Comment D2-36

The design of portals will consider and include methods to
prevent vertical migration of groundwater. Appendix 3-G,
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Construction Approach and Schedule, of the Final EIS describes portal
construction methods.

Response to Comment D2-37

Grouting techniques will be specified based upon ground conditions and
tunnel lining methods. Standard King County construction policy
requires the contractor to develop and submit a groundwater monitoring
plan for the County to review and approve prior to construction.

Response to Comment D2-38

King County agrees these are key issues, and a more thorough
discussion of them is included in Chapter 6 and Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS. Please refer to the response to the
Washington State Department of Ecology, Comment W5-9, for further
details.
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Response to Comment D2-39

The text in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS has been revised to
reflect the fact that having a confined aquifer does not, in
itself, eliminate the possibility for contamination. The
statement has also been revised to reflect additional
groundwater exploration data gathered since preparation of
the Draft EIS. This additional information shows that water
levels in confined zones beneath the Route 9 site are above
land surface in some locations of the site. Under these
circumstances, contamination present near land surface
would tend to remain in place in response to the upward
hydraulic gradient.

Response to Comment D2-40

Please refer to the responses to Comments D2-2 and D2-4 of
this letter, which provide a summary of groundwater impacts
analyses conducted for the conveyance pipelines and
treatment plant sites respectively.

Response to Comment D2-41

Please refer to the responses to Comment D2-2 in this letter,
and to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-9.
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Response to Comment D2-42

Please refer to the responses to Comment D2-2 in this letter,
and to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-9.

Response to Comment D2-43

New regional cross sections and area-specific cross sections
(including the Olympic View Water & Sewer District area)
have been developed based on nomenclature developed by
the Seattle Geologic Mapping Project. The subdivision of
nomenclature provides a higher level of geologic and
hydrogeologic differentiation and should help address your
comment about inadequate detail and accuracy. The profiles
have also been located to pass through boring and well
locations, reducing the need to project subsurface data. The
profiles show the location of the tunnels and portals relative
to aquifers and aquitards and to significant water resource
features, such as Deer Creek Spring and water district wells.
These cross sections are included in Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D2-44

Please refer to the response to Comment D2-38 in this letter.
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Response to Comment D2-45

Please refer to the response to Comment D2-38 in this letter.

Response to Comment D2-46

The regulatory framework section of Chapter 4 has been
expanded to discuss how the regulations apply to the
Brightwater System. This discussion is included in the impact
and mitigation sections of Chapter 4.

Response to Comment D2-47

The implementation of regulations is described in the impacts
and mitigation sections of the Final EIS chapters. The
information has been organized such that the applicable
regulations are initially cited. Then, an evaluation of the
project is conducted to see what impacts, if any, could be
expected from constructing and operating the Brightwater
System. Finally, mitigation approaches and achieving the
necessary regulatory requirements are cited.

Response to Comment D2-48

Thank you for your comment. This typographic error has
been corrected.

Response to Comment D2-49

Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of
the Final EIS for more detailed geologic and hydrogeologic
interpretations of plant sites and the conveyance corridors.
Additional subsurface exploration programs have been
conducted since the Draft EIS, and geologic interpretations
and cross sections have been developed that more precisely
reflect geology conditions in the Brightwater System Area.

Response to Comment D2-50

Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, for
more detailed geologic and hydrogeologic interpretations of
plant sites and the conveyance corridors. Additional
subsurface exploration programs have been conducted since
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the Draft EIS and geologic interpretations and cross sections have been
developed that more precisely reflect geology conditions in the
Brightwater System area.

The statement that the Unocal site groundwater conditions are “typical
of the regional conditions” has been revised to reflect site’s atypical
conditions, including groundwater discharge to Puget Sound.
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Response to Comment D2-51

Documented in the Final EIS are significant additional
subsurface data gathering programs, geologic interpretations,
and hydrogeologic evaluations and numerical analyses of
groundwater effects during construction and operational
phases of the Brightwater System. Please refer to Appendix
6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D2-52

Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS
has been significantly updated and revised since the Draft
EIS and addresses your concerns.

Response to Comment D2-53

The Final EIS has been changed based on the new data
collected since preparation of the Draft EIS to reflect that
recharge to project area aquifers is primarily through direct
infiltration of precipitation and that recharge along the
mountain front to the east has little bearing on the primary
aquifers of interest.

Response to Comment D2-54

Please refer to the response to Comment D2-53 in this letter.

Response to Comment D2-55

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-9, for a summary of
the groundwater analyses conducted relative to the
conveyance corridors and the Olympic View Water and
Sewer District (OVWSD). Also, Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS provides a more detailed
summary of the analyses and results. As noted by these
documents, impacts to the OVWSD well system are expected
to be negligible and can readily be mitigated by standard
construction and tunneling approaches that are planned for
the Brightwater System.
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Response to Comment D2-56

King County agrees the 195th Street alignment does not pass
through the Olympic View Water & Sewer District wellhead
protection area for Deer Creek Spring, and this could be an
advantage over other alignments. However, the tunnels for
the other alignments would be constructed in a deeper aquifer
that is hydraulically separated from the shallower aquifer that
supplies Deer Creek Spring. Consequently, the other
alignments are also not expected to impact this water source.

Response to Comment D2-57

Please refer to the response to the Comment D2-38 in this
letter.
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Response to Comment D2-58

Please refer to the response to Comment D2-38 in this letter.

Response to Comment D2-59

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-9.

Response to Comment D2-60

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-9.

Response to Comment D2-61

Additional subsurface data have been gathered and
groundwater impact analyses specific to the plant sites have
been conducted since the Draft EIS; these address the
concerns you raise in this comment. Please refer to the
response to Comment D2-4 of this letter.
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Response to Comment D2-62

The construction of the retaining wall systems at the Unocal
site is not expected to change the groundwater regime in the
area of the Unocal site. Please refer to the response to
Comment D2-4 of this letter and to Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater.

Response to Comment D2-63

The statement in the Draft EIS that you reference has since
been clarified and revised for the Final EIS. The statement
was intended to address why retaining walls will be needed at
the Unocal site to support earth cuts versus unsupported cut-
back slopes. No exposed cut-slopes are planned. A soldier
pile lagging wall with permanent tie-backs will be used for
the retaining wall system. This type of wall results in no
exposed slope during construction and therefore, no adverse
impacts to Deer Creek Spring are anticipated. Please refer to
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS
for more detail.

Response to Comment D2-64

Please refer to the response to Comment D2-4 in this letter
for information on the groundwater impact analyses for the
Unocal site. As noted, a combination of dewatering wells,
tight sheet pile vertical barrier wall, and potentially surface
water augmentation to the marsh is planned for construction
dewatering at the Unocal site. This approach is expected to
have no adverse impact on the water resources at, or adjacent
to, the Unocal site.

Response to Comment D2-65

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43, and Appendix 6-
B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS which discuss
potential leakage from the treatment plant structures and the
mitigation measures that are part of the design and operations
of the facility to reduce this type of contamination to very
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low risk levels. In addition, Chapter 4 and Appendix 6-B of the Final
EIS describe design mitigation approaches to address potential
contamination from the Brightwater System such as underdrain systems
to monitor and control leaks from tanks should they occur, flexible
couplings between pipes and structures to accommodate shaking that
may occur during seismic events, spill containment pads around
structures, and normal operations and maintenance procedures.

Response to Comment D2-66

Additional information on this topic is included in Chapters 4 and 6, and
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.  The Puget
Lowland, in which the project area is located, is seismically active.
However, seismic activity does not necessarily mean that a pipeline will
“break and leak.”  Experience in western Washington and other parts of
the United States has shown that earthquake ground shaking does not
result in structural damage to tunnels that are constructed with the
tunnel lining in continuous contact with the surrounding ground.
Damage to tunnel linings is a valid concern where the tunnel crosses a
fault plane along which differential movement occurs during an
earthquake. In the event that the Brightwater tunnels would cross such a
fault, the lining would be designed with enough ductility to withstand
some deformation without structural failure. Any damage to the lining
(after such an event) which would create leakage (but not failure) would
be repaired. Damage to tunnels can also occur where they cross loose
materials subject to liquefaction and settlement. The pipeline will be
specifically designed to handle liquefaction or settlement loads in areas
subject to these conditions.

Response to Comment D2-67

The proposed lining system described in the Final EIS will control
infiltration/exfiltration in the tunnel. Please refer to Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment D2-68

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-9.

Response to Comment D2-69

Wellhead protection areas have been added to the Sensitive
Areas Impacts section.

Response to Comment D2-70

Additional subsurface data gathering and groundwater impact
analyses specific to the conveyance corridors and plant sites
have been conducted since the Draft EIS; these address your
concerns. Please refer to the responses to the Washington
State Department of Ecology, Comments W5-9 and W5-15.

Response to Comment D2-71

Additional subsurface data gathering and groundwater impact
analyses specific to the conveyance corridors and plant sites
have been conducted since the Draft EIS; these address your
concerns. Please refer to the responses to the Washington
State Department of Ecology, Comments W5-9, W5-15 and
W5-40. Additional detail is provided in Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater.

Response to Comment D2-72

King County agrees it would be practical to evaluate use of
water removed from portals by local water purveyors.  This
concept is included in Appendix 6-F, Groundwater and
Stormwater Management at the Candidate Portal Sites, of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment D2-73

The Final EIS text in Chapter 6 has been updated to reflect a
reduction in the number of primary portal locations, and the
portal numbers have been corrected as indicated in the
comment. King County will coordinate with local purveyors
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and other potentially affected jurisdictions or agencies regarding the
use/disposal of dewatering flows.
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Response to Comment D2-74

The table now provides additional mitigation elements,
termed precautionary measures, in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.
Results of the groundwater analysis, as described in
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, if the Final EIS
show no specific need for mitigation in this area.

Response to Comment D2-75

King County agrees the potential for contamination of the
aquifer due to exfiltration should be discussed. However, the
degree of discussion suggested in the comment is not
necessary, because King County will be designing the tunnel
lining to effectively eliminate leakage in those portions of the
tunnel where external groundwater pressures are less than
internal hydraulic pressures. This topic is also discussed in
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D2-76

The statement in the Draft EIS, “The likelihood of the
pipeline or tunnel breaking or leaking appears minimal, but
could result from movement on an unknown fault that might
intersect tunnel alignments,” was intended to be a
conservative statement. However, because of comments
about the issue, King County conducted further evaluations
of the potential for faulting in conjunction with the Seattle
Geologic Mapping Project and the United States Geological
Survey, as described in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS. Preliminary findings are as
follows:

The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) has been investigating
an aeromagnetic lineament or anomaly that passes near the
proposed Brightwater Treatment Plant site on Route 9 and
has developed field evidence showing the aeromagnetic
linement is related to local variations in topography. Field
inspections by one of the USGS geologists, who is lead on
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many local crustal fault investigations, showed evidence of a crustal
fault.

The magnetic anomaly is defined from Radar Lake in eastern King
County to Little Bear Creek in Snohomish County. The anomaly passes
just north of the northern end of the Route 9 site. Local changes in
elevation are offset from the magnetic anomaly by 100 or more meters.
In several places, the elevation change has the look of an active fault
scarp. The offset between the physical feature on the ground and the
underlying magnetic anomaly is similar to that seen along the Seattle
fault in Bellevue.

One possibility is that the scarp identified in the field may be related to
the South Whidbey Island fault. A second is that the scarp may be an
older feature that provides the structural control for the Cross Valley
Aquifer. In any event, the USGS is continuing to work to provide as
complete an understanding of the data as possible.

A contingency plan addressing unlikely events will be included in the
conveyance system inspection regime. The plan will include monitoring
for changes in flow and undertaking an inspection of the conveyance
system after the occurrence of any major seismic event outside of the
tunnel design parameters, either a higher than anticipated level of
ground shaking or movement along a previously unknown fault crossing
the alignment. The plan will also include actions to mitigate potential
impacts of any damage until permanent repairs can be completed.

Response to Comment D2-77

The typographical error has been corrected in the Final EIS. The correct
wording is “…up to 0.25 acre….” The tunnel boring machines are
powered by electricity. There will be no fuels inside the tunnel.

Response to Comment D2-78

An additional hydrogeotechnical investigation was commissioned after
the publication of the Draft EIS to examine these potential risks and the
appropriate control methods that could be implemented. The results of
the study are detailed in Appendices 6-B, Geology and Groundwater,
and 6-C, Management of Water Quality During Construction at the
Treatment Plant Sites, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment D2-79

The groundwater impact analyses detailed in Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, and summarized in Chapter 6 of
the Final EIS provide the information you are requesting. The
potential effect to the groundwater regime from the long-term
operations of underdrains beneath structures that are designed
to relieve hydrostatic uplift pressures from the groundwater.
The underdrain flow is planned to be re-infiltrated to the near
surface aquifer in wetlands constructed onsite. This
underdrain and re-infiltration approach will result in no
significant adverse effects to the groundwater regime or to
surface water features.

Response to Comment D2-80

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comments W5-9 and W5-15.

Response to Comment D2-81

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS provides additional detail on the
requirements for minimizing the risk of spills. Specifically, a
spill prevention and control plan will be required along with a
stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) to guide
management of construction chemicals and procedures for
responding to spills, should they occur. Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS, provides
additional detail on potential impacts of the conveyance
system on groundwater, to balance the existing discussion of
potential hazardous material impacts on the project.

Response to Comment D2-82

Please refer to the response to Comment D2-81 in this letter.

Response to Comment D2-83

Details on the conveyance construction approach, including
standard sealing procedures between the outside of the tunnel
lining and the surrounding soil, are contained in Appendices
3-B, Project Description: Conveyance, and 6-B, Geology and
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Groundwater, of the Final EIS. Standard tunnel construction procedures
will result in the annulus space around the exterior of the tunnel being
sealed with concrete grout. Please refer to the response to the
Washington State Department of Ecology, Comment W5-9, for a
summary of the information contained in Appendix 6-B relative to the
conveyance construction and leakage analyses.
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Response to Comment D2-84

As noted in several responses to prior comments in this letter,
additional subsurface data gathering, geotechnical laboratory
testing, geologic interpretation, and groundwater impact
analyses specific to the construction and operations of the
proposed Brightwater System have been conducted since the
Draft EIS. This information and analyses is presented in
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, and summarized
in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. It is further summarized in the
response to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comments W5-9, for conveyance analyses, and in the
response to Comment D2-4 of this letter for treatment plant
sites. This information indicates that no significant adverse
impacts to earth and water resources are expected as a result
of the construction and operations of the Brightwater System.

Response to Comment D2-85

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D2-86

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment D2-87

Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS
addresses potential impacts to the Deer Creek Spring and
Deer Creek by the Brightwater facilities and proposed
conveyance routes. Potential impacts caused by construction
dewatering will be mitigated by the use of construction
techniques that minimize dewatering and actual impacts to
local water bodies.

Response to Comment D2-88

Potential risks of the aquifer being adversely impacted at both
the treatment plant sites and along the conveyance routes
have been analyzed and are included in Chapter 6 and
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
The groundwater impact analyses indicate that no significant
adverse effects to water resources are expected as a result of
construction and operations of the Brightwater System.

Response to Comment D2-89

Consideration is being given to all surface water features
during construction. Please refer to the Final EIS Appendix
6-F, Groundwater and Stormwater Management at the
Candidate Portal Sites, for a discussion of the potential
impacts with managing groundwater at the portals.

Response to Comment D2-90

All analyses that suggested have been conducted as part of
the Final EIS and are summarized in Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS. These analyses indicate
that standard construction and design procedures are expected
to result in no significant adverse environmental impacts to
water resources as a result of the construction and operations
of the Brightwater System.

Response to Comment D2-91

It is acknowledged that groundwater fluctuates seasonally
with time. The groundwater impact analyses were conducted
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considering the groundwater level data collected to date. For many wells
only a few months of data exists. However, the existing data is sufficient
to evaluate the alternatives of this Final EIS. In addition, after the final
alternative is selected, the groundwater impact analyses will be refined
as part of design, including pumping tests to refine aquifer properties.
At that time, the additional groundwater level data will be used to
evaluate seasonality effects. Please note that the groundwater
dewatering data presented in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater,
of the Final EIS, does consider the yearly construction schedules and
this information has been considered in evaluating what methods can be
used to discharge the dewatering flows (i.e., dry season versus wet
season).

Response to Comment D2-92

Seasonal groundwater fluctuations will be considered in the design and
operation of all dewatering systems.
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Response to Comment D2-93

Using injection wells is no longer being considered as a
means to dispose of dewatering flow. After more detailed
analyses, re-infiltration, or direct discharge to Little Bear
Creek after any necessary treatment, are both viable options
for the anticipated dewatering flow of 350 gallons per minute
during construction at the Route 9 site. Please refer to
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for greater detail on dewatering
flow management.

Response to Comment D2-94

The additional groundwater impact analyses and dewatering
discharge management approaches, as described in the Final
EIS, consider stream base flows that may have been affected
by dewatering and in many cases re-introduction of
dewatering flow into the stream is considered. Please refer to
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for a summary of this interaction
between groundwater and surface water.

Response to Comment D2-95

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D2-96

Appendices 7-B, Route 9 Site Sensitive Areas Technical
Report, and 7-C, Unocal Site Sensitive Areas Technical
Report, of the Final EIS provide a functional assessment of
wetlands on the treatment plant sites. Chapter 7 of the Final
EIS also discusses wetlands in candidate portal sites. These
evaluations recognize the function of wetlands in providing
base flow to streams and other surface waters through
subsurface connections with shallow groundwater layers.

Response to Comment D2-97

Potential construction impacts to groundwater resources from
chemical spills are now discussed in Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, and Chapter 4 of the Final EIS. For a
summary of the construction contamination evaluation,
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please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-43.

Response to Comment D2-98

Please refer to the response to the Comment D2-4 in this letter that
provides a summary of the geologic interpretations at the two plant sites
and the groundwater impact analyses conducted since the Draft EIS.
Additional detail is provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment D2-99

Since the Draft EIS, and in consideration of additional
subsurface information and a more detailed definition of the
project, the most likely construction methods have also been
refined for this Final EIS. If used, ground freezing as a means
to limit groundwater flow into excavations will likely be
limited to the base of portal excavations to stabilize the base
while the bottom slab is being poured. Grout/soil plugs are
also being considered to stabilize the base of portal
excavations. These construction methods are described in
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D2-100

New evaluations on dewatering volumes, locations, and
discharge strategies, are provided in Chapter 6 of the Final
EIS. Updated estimates of dewatering volumes have been
developed for the primary portal sites and treatment plant
sites, and they discuss specific disposal options for each site,
incorporating new information such as streamflow
characteristics. All discharges to surface waters would
comply with applicable state Water Quality and Sediment
Management Standards. Discharges would also be guided by
the recommendations established by the Washington State
Department of Ecology to protect the chemical, biological,
and physical characteristics of streams. The guidelines
recommend that the discharge rate not exceed 10 percent of
the flow rate of the receiving water body at any time. If
dewatering rates to streams are in any case greater than the 10
percent guideline, an additional study would be conducted.
During dewatering, water levels in adjacent wetlands and
flows in streams would also be monitored, where appropriate,
to determine if dewatering or dewatering discharge is
adversely affecting these resources. Further detail can also be
found in Appendices 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, 6-C,
Management of Water Quality During construction at the
Treatment Plant Sites, 6-D, Permanent Stormwater
Management at the Treatment Plant Sites, and 6-F,
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Groundwater and Stormwater Management at the Candidate Portal
Sites, of the Final EIS.

During pre-design of the selected alternative, likely the middle of 2004,
groundwater pump tests will be conducted as needed to provide data on
aquifer properties and to gather information for the construction
contractors to bid on and to design their groundwater dewatering
systems. The locations and numbers of pump tests to be conducted have
not yet been determined and are related to the alternative selected. It is
likely that for the selected conveyance corridor, pump tests may be
conducted at each portal location.

Response to Comment D2-101

The issue of aquifer contamination during tunneling and portal
construction is discussed in detail in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, and Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D2-102

For infiltration basins infiltrating untreated stormwater, there could be
water quality concerns for soils with infiltration rates greater than 2
inches per hour. The Washington State Department of Ecology’s
(Ecology) Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington
(August 2001) recommends the use of a layer of amended soils in this
situation. Permeable pavement is a somewhat different form of
infiltration in that the pavement only infiltrates the rain falling directly
upon its surface. The pavement, therefore, has a much lower hydraulic
loading than a typical infiltration basin. Preliminary research indicates
that there is substantial removal of pollutants occurring within the
pavement and the gravel and sand layers beneath the pavement. A study
in England documented removal of oil and grease in the drainage
collected underneath permeable pavement (Newman, A.P., and others.
2002. Oil Retention and Microbial Activity in Porous Pavement
Structures. Coventry University, England). A long-term study of
permeable pavement parking stalls by the University of Washington has
also noted reduction in nutrients in runoff collected from the
underdrains.

With regard to permeable pavement and water quality treatment, the
project would take into account the guidelines in Ecology’s Stormwater

Management Manual for Western Washington. If the native soils upon
which permeable pavement are placed have an infiltration rate of greater
than two inches per hour; a treatment layer of amended soils would be
placed below the pavement’s gravel base to assure adequate water
quality treatment of the percolating runoff.

Response to Comment D2-103

Unlike tunneling for the inflow and outflow from the plant, underground
utilities would be installed using shallow trenching. This would involve
modification of a shallow layer below the ground surface and would not
substantially affect groundwater. It is rare for shallow utility trenches to
have a significant effect on regional aquifers. This topic is, therefore,
not discussed in the Final EIS. Please refer to the response to the
Comment D2-104 in this letter.

Response to Comment D2-104

Impacts to the Olympic View Water & Sewer District, including Deer
Creek Spring, are addressed in more detail in Chapter 6 and Appendix
6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS. It is recognized that
this is the primary water source for Olympic View Water & Sewer
District. The springs produce water from the Qva aquifer; the analysis of
impacts to the aquifer system supplying the springs showed non-
measurable drawdowns in the Qva aquifer, supplying the springs for the
expected case, and up to a few inches for the worst-case type analysis.
Excavation at greater depths within the underlying Qu aquifers is likely
to result in greater drawdown, but drawdowns in these deeper aquifers
are not likely to substantially affect Deer Creek Spring.

For the 228th Street wells, groundwater removal during construction of
tunnels could cause temporary declines in Qu aquifer water levels,
although they should be negligible for the expected conditions. Under
the upper-bounds analysis, localized declines of up to 9 feet have been
estimated along the axis of the 195th Street alignment within the
Olympic View Water & Sewer District area; similar declines would be
expected along the 228th Street alignment. Infiltration into effluent
tunnels during operation of the conveyance system could induce more
permanent declines in the Qu Aquifer of generally less than 1 foot for
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the expected case. The analysis shows maximum declines of up to 4.8
feet.

No adverse water quality impacts are expected during either
construction or operation of the conveyance system. During
construction, groundwater will seep into the tunnel under hydraulic
pressure, preventing any contaminants that might be present in the
tunnel from migrating outward. During operation, the net hydraulic
gradient will also be inward, preventing effluent from migrating
outward. Please refer to Chapter 6 for more discussion of potential
construction and operation impacts on groundwater resources.
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Response to Comment D2-105

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D2-106

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment D2-107

The definition of stormwater has been clarified in the
Glossary of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D2-108

The definition of “wellhead protection” has been refined in
the Glossary of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D2-109

Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS
has been expanded since the Draft EIS, and includes
discussions of construction methods, groundwater impact
analyses, and mitigation approaches. For the plant site
locations, a summary of this chapter is contained in response
to Comment D2-4 in this letter. For a summary of the
contamination potential and mitigation approaches from the
treatment plant facilities to the environment, please refer to
the response to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-43.

Response to Comment D2-110

The precast segmental liner will include steel reinforcement,
flexible gaskets, bolts, and pins designed to effectively
support external water pressures and provide a dry tunnel.
Each joint is sealed. All joints have gaskets and each joint is
structurally connected during placement within and behind
the tunnel boring machine (TBM). Cement grout will be
placed between the segmental liner and the earth surface
outside of it. The purpose of the grout is three-fold: (1) it
provides a uniform confinement around the lining, (2) it
forms a redundant seal outside of all the joints, and (3) it
provides a linear seal that fills any voids outside the lining
that eliminates any longitudinal flow along the tunnel
exterior. Grout will be injected in this fashion in the area
directly behind the TBM. Please refer to Appendices 3-G,
Construction Approach and Schedule, and 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS for additional detail.
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Response to Comment D2-111

An additional hydrogeotechnical investigation was completed
after the publication of the Draft EIS to evaluate potential
risks and appropriate construction methods for sealing the
tunnels and portal structures to prevent flow along the
structures. For the portals, construction methods have been
chosen that will not require exterior dewatering; only
dewatering of the shaft interior. Diaphragm slurry walls are
one of the likely construction methods for portals which
results in a tight seal between the soil strata and the concrete
slurry wall. Other construction methods and the results of the
study are detailed in Appendices 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, and Appendix 6-F, Groundwater and
Stormwater Management at the Candidate Portal Sites, of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment D2-112

Please refer to responses to Comment D2-67 of this letter and
to Cross Valley Water District, Comment D3-130. Additional
detail is provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D2-113

The potential for aquifer contamination at portal locations is
recognized as an important issue and is described in detail in
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
In most cases, groundwater seepage will be into the portals
under inward hydraulic gradients, rather than the reverse,
preventing contaminants from moving out into the aquifer. In
addition, spill protection and control plans will be prepared
for portal construction detailing the types of chemicals that
will be used, and the methods for managing these chemicals
to prevent a release and to respond to a release, should one
occur.
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Response to Comment D2-114

Jack and bore construction is typically limited to a depth of less than 30
feet and would not be used where the groundwater table is at or above
the bottom of the pits. The geotechnical field investigations indicated
that the areas where jack and bore construction may be used not would
cross an aquitard and expose an underlying aquifer.

Response to Comment D2-115

A discussion of groundwater management is included in Appendices 6-
B, Geology and Groundwater, and 6-F, Groundwater and Stormwater
Management at the Candidate Portal Sites, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment D2-116

The approaches of handling and discharging dewatering flows have
been refined since the Draft EIS, and include re-infiltration through
sedimentation ponds or constructed wetlands, direct discharge to
receiving water bodies, or sending flows to sewer systems if necessary.
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS provides a summary of the dewatering flow
management approaches anticipated for the various Brightwater System
components. Additional detail is provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater.
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Response to Comment D2-117

Please refer to the response to Comment D2-116 in this letter.
Dewatering flow will be treated onsite to meet surface water
quality discharge standards if technically feasible and cost
effective. Groundwater inflow estimates have been revised
based on additional data and analysis and are much lower
than previously estimated.

Response to Comment D2-118

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comments W5-9, W5-15 and W5-
40. Additional detail is provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment D2-119

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D2-120

Please refer to Appendix 7-A, Affected Environment: Plants
and Animals, of the Final EIS, which contains more
information on Plants, Animals, and Wetlands. This
information includes sensitive area reports for each treatment
plant site, and additional information regarding plants,
animals, and wetlands along conveyance routes.

Response to Comment D2-121

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a discussion of
the probable significant adverse environmental impacts and
reasonable mitigation measures associated with the proposal.
The Draft EIS was issued at a time when a certain level of
information was known relating to the probable significant
adverse impacts of the proposal and possible methods to
reasonably mitigate those impacts. Consistent with SEPA
guidelines, in areas where there was uncertainty regarding the
impacts, the Draft EIS presented a worst-case analysis of
impacts. The Draft EIS also indicated that ongoing analysis
was under way and that additional information would be
forthcoming in the Final EIS. The purpose of a Final EIS is to
respond to comments on the Draft EIS and, where
appropriate, to provide additional or revised information and
analysis relating to probable significant adverse
environmental impacts of the proposal and reasonable
mitigation measures. Since issuance of the Draft EIS in late
2002, considerable additional analysis has been conducted, as
is the case on any large project, to further define and develop
the proposal and to respond to Draft EIS comments. A
number of the details that you have requested in various
comments relate to either information that does not involve
probable significant adverse environmental impacts or
information that is important prior to issuance of actual
permits, is not reasonably included in an EIS. Additional
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analysis that has been conducted regarding impacts to water resources is
available in Chapter 6. The conclusion was reached that there would be
no impacts upon water resources that could not be mitigated to
nonsignificant levels.
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Response to Comment D2-122

The groundwater evaluations summarized in Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS considers the
information provided. Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final
EIS for additional information.

Response to Comment D2-123

Please refer to the response to Comment D2-118 in this letter.
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Response to Comment D2-124

King County has spoken with the water districts in the
Brightwater project area-Olympic View, Lake Forest Park,
and Cross Valley-regarding their concerns about impacts to
aquifers. King County completed additional studies in
response to those concerns. Please refer to Chapter 6 and
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
King County believes that the Brightwater System can be
constructed in a manner that protects water quality and public
health.

Response to Comment D2-125

A detailed list of chemicals to be used during construction of
the portals will be included as part of the spill protection and
control plan that will be developed prior to construction.

Response to Comment D2-126

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment D2-127

King County will work with all agencies along the
conveyance corridor to develop construction and monitoring
plans that will ensure the protection of the various aquifers.
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Response to Comment G3-1

King County is responding individually to each comment in
the cover letter from the Port of Edmonds, as well as to each
comment in the report from Blumen Consulting Group, Inc.
Revisions will be made in the Final EIS as appropriate.

Response to Comment G3-2

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a reasonably
thorough discussion of the probable significant adverse
environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation measures
for those identified impacts. Additional detailed analysis
concerning these Port issues is set forth in Chapter 3 of the
Final EIS. Also, please refer to the response to Comments
G3-3 through G3-24 in this letter.

Response to Comment G3-3

Additional description and graphics of both of the Unocal site
sub-alternatives are included in Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-A,
Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. These
two sub-alternatives are not mutually exclusive and could co-
exist as depicted in the Project Description outlined in
Chapter 3. Cumulative impacts of the Brightwater Treatment
Plant with the multimodal facility are described in Chapters 4
through 17 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment G3-4

The potential impacts to Willow Creek and the Edmonds
Marsh as the result of construction dewatering have been
evaluated and are summarized in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS. Also, please refer to the
response to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-15, for a summary of these analyses and
mitigation approaches. The assumed combination of onsite
dewatering wells, a vertical hydraulic barrier wall, and
surface augmentation of flow to the marsh or creeks is
expected to result in no significant adverse environmental
impacts to water resources adjacent to the Unocal site.

Response to Comment G3-5

For information on sensitive receptors please refer to the
Final EIS Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality.

Response to Comment G3-6

In the Final EIS, the one standby engine is sized to provide
emergency power to serve essential life and safety needs and
to start up the cogens during a power failure. These standby
generators would only be used as an emergency source of
power. This analysis assumes that the engine could be
operated for up to 500 hours per year, or 6 percent of the
year, in a standby mode.

Response to Comment G3-7

Emissions of criteria pollutants from the proposed
Brightwater Treatment Plant are well below the Prevention of
Significant Deterioration regulatory level of 250 tons per year
that requires a source to evaluate the impact of their
emissions on the National and State Ambient Air Quality
Standard. Therefore, no estimated ambient concentrations for
criteria pollutants are available.
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Response to Comment G3-8

Internal combustion engines were evaluated for energy generation.
Formaldehyde emission levels from the IC engines exceeded the
acceptable source impact level for this plant. If, in the future, control
technology applied to the IC engines can demonstrate lower
formaldehyde emission, then IC engines will be re-evaluated as an
alternative.

Response to Comment G3-9

The main function of the carbon scrubbers is to remove any trace odors
coming from the upstream three-stage chemical scrubbers. Odor
compounds and their properties in relationship to carbon removal would
be factored into the Brightwater design to provide long, adequate life to
the carbon before replacement is needed. As noted in the comment,
carbon is not as effective in removing some volatile air emission
contaminants (that are covered under volatile organic compound [VOC]
or hazardous air pollutant [HAP] regulations or laws) from the
wastewater if the carbon is wet. Thus, for removal of these air
contaminants, any carbon removal potential in this air quality regulatory
and permitting analyses was not included. However, the carbon system
would be designed to prevent condensation in the carbon to the extent
possible. The fan would be located upstream of the carbon to slightly
increase the air temperature (and decrease the relative humidity). A mist
eliminator would be included between the chemical scrubbers and the
carbon system. The carbon system may be constructed in a recessed
concrete structure with an open top. The concrete would help insulate
the carbon to prevent condensation from cool ambient air temperatures.

No reduction in removal capacity for hydrogen sulfide, ammonia,
reduced sulfur compounds, amines, fatty acids, and other odorous
compounds is expected. The carbon system does not take credit for
removing any air contaminants, because removal would require a lower
relative humidity than is proposed, as noted in the comment. The air
toxic emission estimates assume no removal from the odor prevention
system. All the air toxics are within the acceptable source impact levels
(ASILs) except for chloroform. Please refer to Appendix 5-A, Odor and
Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS for more information.

Response to Comment G3-10

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS discloses potential impacts to Willow Creek
and Edmonds Marsh during construction. These impacts could include a
lowering of base flows during dewatering; accidental spills of oils, fuels,
greases, and other materials during construction; and spills during
operation. Impacts would be minimized through several measures,
including taking into consideration the guidelines in the Washington
State Department of Ecology’s Stormwater Management Manual for
western Washington (August 2001). Additional information on these
impacts is also provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater,
and in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment G3-11

King County recognizes the sensitivity of Willow Creek and Edmonds
Marsh, and is committed to minimizing the risk of spills. Potential
impacts to Willow Creek would be minimized during plant operation
using a number of measures. Please refer to Chapter 9 of the Final EIS
for more discussion of measures that would be used at both treatment
plants to minimize wastewater or chemical spills.

Response to Comment G3-12

New reports and revisions in Chapters 6 and 7 of the Final EIS disclose
impacts and measures to minimize flow reductions in Willow Creek and
Edmonds Marsh. Mitigation measures will include the use of cutoff
walls to minimize dewatering during construction as described in
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. Please refer to the response to the
Washington State Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-187.
Please refer to Chapter 7 of the Final EIS for more information about
mitigation measures for direct wetland impacts and other sensitive
resources.
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Response to Comment G3-13

Chapter 10 of the Final EIS has been revised to include a
more detailed discussion of noise impacts and mitigation
measures at the Unocal site. Appendix 10-A, Noise and
Vibration: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS includes greater
detail on noise mitigating measures. Noise mitigation for
generating plant components would include engine room
absorptive surface treatments, acoustic louvers, ventilation
duct silencers, and residential grade or better exhaust
silencers. The electrical generating plant would be located
near the retaining wall to achieve the greatest barrier
attenuation by creating a large line-of-sight interruption
between the source and receiver. Please refer to the response
to Snohomish County Planning and Development Services,
Comment S3-132.

Response to Comment G3-14

Please refer to Chapter 11 of the Final EIS for a discussion of
impacts and mitigation associated with the siting of
Brightwater at the Unocal site. Specific measures for siting
Brightwater would include:

• Coordination with property owners regarding property
acquisition and relocation assistance
• Coordination with the City of Edmonds to procure all
necessary land and shoreline permits to site and construct the
Brightwater Treatment Plant and associated conveyance and
outfall facilities
• Coordination with the City of Edmonds regarding site
development standards, design, and appropriate mitigation.

Acquisition of the Unocal site would follow the property
acquisition process used by King County Wastewater
Treatment Division (WTD). In addition to acquiring property,
the county often must purchase easements or the right to use
property owned by another person for a particular purpose.
Typically, the property King County WTD can acquire falls
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into three categories: temporary construction easements, permanent
utility easements, and ownership.

Any relocation of uses would be in accordance with the federal Uniform
Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act, as it applies to
displaced businesses, residential owners, and tenants. WTD’s real
property acquisition procedures are designed to provide consistent and
equitable treatment of all affected property owners and tenants (King
County Department of Natural Resources and Parks, March 2003a and
March 2003b). Please refer to the Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and the King County
Property Acquisition and Relocation Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm for more information.

Response to Comment G3-15

Chapter 11 and Appendix 11-A, Land Use Plans and Policies:
Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment System, of the Final EIS
has been revised to include a discussion of the Port of Edmond’s
Strategic Plan and Master Plan. This discussion appears under Affected
Environment: Unocal System. A discussion of impacts to the Port’s
future development plans is included under Impacts and Mitigation:
Unocal System.

In response to your comment regarding how the wastewater treatment
plant will impact economic development on Port property now and in
the future, SEPA does not require the evaluation of speculative and
remote impacts resulting from a proposed action. “SEPA contemplates
that the general welfare, social, economic and other requirements and
essential considerations of state policy will be taken into account in
weighting and balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The
EIS is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible effects
and considerations of a decision or to contain the balancing judgments
that must ultimately be made by the decision makers (WAC 197-11-
448(1)).”

Response to Comment G3-16

Emergency vehicle access to the marina would be maintained at all
times during all construction phases of the Brightwater project. No

access modifications or detour routes would be required for emergency
vehicles. Please refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment G3-17

Construction of an outfall at the proposed Unocal treatment plant site
would require excavation for an onshore outfall segment from the
proposed effluent pump station location to the shoreline and excavation
for a nearshore outfall segment to approximately –80 feet MLLW. Open
trench construction, as discussed in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, and
evaluated in Appendix 3-F, Nearshore Alignment and Construction
Methods Alternatives, is the preferred construction method for each of
these segments.

The preferred onshore trench segment length would be approximately
1,000 feet. The excavated volume is anticipated to be approximately
6,600 cubic yards (cy) based on a trench section and an assumed depth
of 15 feet as described in Appendix 3-C, Project Description: Outfall, of
the Final EIS. The depth of the trench would be selected to avoid local
utilities and provide adequate cover as the pipeline crosses under the
BNSF railroad. Excavated soils removed from the trench would be
transported by dump trucks to a regulated landfill site selected on the
presence, if any, and concentration of contaminants in the soils. Based
on a typical truck volume of 16 cy, approximately 500 truck trips would
be required for removal of excavated soils. The anticipated duration of
onshore trench construction is 1 to 2 months; thus, 6 to 12 truck trips per
day would be required for removal of onshore excavated soils.
Excavated soils could be stored at the plant site and transported during
non-peak traffic hours as described in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS.
Truck traffic routes are described for the plant site is also in Chapter 16.

Backfill materials and pipeline segments for the onshore trench would
be transported by trucks supporting the onshore trench installation. Pipe
segments and backfill materials are likely to be delivered to the plant
site staging area over a period of 2 to 3 months prior and/or during
construction. Approximately 5,500 cy of granular backfill and 450 cy
bedding material would be required as described in Appendix 3-C.
Based on a typical truck volume 470 truck trips would be required for
delivery of backfill materials. An additional 100 truck trips would be
required for pipeline and material delivery. Typically three to five trucks
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trips per day would be required for delivery of materials. As with
disposal of excavated materials, truck traffic would be routed as
described for the plant site and could be scheduled during non-peak
traffic hours.

The preferred nearshore trench segment to –80 feet MLLW would be
approximately 950 feet long. The excavated material volume could be
up to 24,400 cy based on the unsheeted trench sections and an assumed
trench depth of 12 feet as shown in Chapter 3. Trench sheeting would
decrease the volume of excavated material. Excavated soils removed
from the trench would be transported by barge to a regulated aquatic
disposal site regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE).
The exact location of the disposal site will be determined through the
construction permitting process. Based on a typical barge volume of
1,500 cy, 16 barge trips would be required for removal of excavated
soils. The anticipated duration of nearshore trench construction is 2 to 3
months, thus, four to seven barge trips per month would be required for
removal of in-water excavated soils. Barge trips would be coordinated
with Washington State Ferries (WSF) so that scheduled routes are not
disrupted.

Backfill materials and pipeline segments for the nearshore trench would
also be transported by barges. Approximately 18,800 cy of granular
backfill, 4,500 cy of armoring material, and 350 cy of bedding material
would be required, assuming unsheeted trench construction. Based on a
typical barge volume of 1,500 cy, 16 barge trips would be required for
delivery of backfill materials. An additional one or two barge trips
would be required for pipeline segment delivery. Five to eight barge
trips per month would be required for delivery of materials. Barge trips
would be coordinated with WSF so that scheduled routes are not
disrupted.

The number of barge trips for excavation and delivery of materials
would be reduced if trench sheeting were used or if native materials
excavated from the site were used as backfill material. Other impact
mitigation measures are discussed in the Impact and Mitigation
Summary in Chapter 3 specifically, as well as in each of the individual
chapters of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment G3-18

All construction trips would access the proposed Unocal site through the
intersection of Pine Street and Edmonds Way. Access to Admiral Way
from Dayton Street would not be altered in any way.

Response to Comment G3-19

Impacts to Port of Edmonds property, the Edmonds Crossing project,
the marine environment, and the community surrounding the Unocal site
are discussed throughout the document in each chapter of the Final EIS
that corresponds to an element of the environment. Mitigation measures,
both proposed and potential, are identified at the end of each chapter.
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Response to Comment G3-20

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment G3-21

Both the Unocal site and the Route 9 site can accommodate
all the required facilities to satisfy the policy siting criteria
adopted by the King County Council on May 15, 2001, in
Ordinance 14107.

After consideration of policy criteria and preliminary
engineering data, Executive Sims identified Route 9 as the
Preferred Alternative in the Draft EIS, recognizing that the
larger size and more regular shape of the site offers many
benefits. However, both sites are feasible alternatives for
locating the Brightwater treatment facilities.

The environmental analysis in the Final EIS recognizes that
the Unocal site is considerably smaller and in a highly visible
location, surrounded by a greater amount of residential,
commercial, and recreational uses than is found at the Route
9 site. Sensitive areas are also described and the impacts are
analyzed. The Final EIS includes mitigation to address
significant adverse environmental impacts that could result
from constructing and operating the treatment plant at the
Unocal site. This analysis is included in Chapter 3 in the
Comparison of Alternatives section, but can also be found in
each chapter of the Final EIS that corresponds to an element
of the environment (Chapters 4 through 17).

Although the Executive selected a Preferred Alternative to
analyze during the EIS process, it is not a final decision. All
three of the action alternatives studied in the EIS meet our
region’s needs. If the Unocal site is selected, King County
would work with each local jurisdiction to address potential
impacts and determine appropriate mitigation during the
permitting process.
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Response to Comment G3-22

Please refer to the response to Comment G3-3 in this letter.

Response to Comment G3-23

Additional description and graphical representatives of both
the Unocal site sub-alternatives has been conducted for the
Final EIS and can be found in the Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-
A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Under the “Unocal Structural Lid” sub-alternative, the
Brightwater Treatment Plant facilities would occupy the
majority of the useable area of the site and the Edmonds
Crossing project would be constructed on top of a lid above
the treatment facilities. The complete functionality of the
Edmonds Crossing facility, based on the Edmonds Crossing
conceptual design titled “Revised Point Edwards
Alternative,” would be incorporated into the conceptual lid
design. The following components would be included:

• Ferry holding lanes (7 total)
• Ferry traffic exit lanes (2 total)
• Bus terminal
• Rail terminal (below lid)
• Short-term, long-term, and employee vehicle parking
(580 spaces total)
• Pedestrian access (elevator and escalator/stairs) to
transport passengers from the ferry or bus terminal on the lid
to the rail terminal below
• People mover to transport pedestrians from the lid to the
ferry
• Stormwater from the lid treated in the treatment plant’s
stormwater ponds
• Four toll booths with an office above
• Bus stops and bus turn-around on Admiral Way.

Response to Comment G3-24

The Draft EIS did evaluate the potential environmental
impacts associated with the co-location of the Brightwater
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project at the Unocal site and the Edmonds Crossing project in Chapters
3, 4, 5, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 16. In addition, cumulative impact analyses
throughout the document incorporate reasonably foreseeable future
major projects that could, in conjunction with Brightwater, result in
cumulative construction and operation impacts.
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Response to Comment G3-25

Chapter 6 and Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of
the Final EIS acknowledge a surface/groundwater connection
between the Edmonds Marsh/Willow Creek and the treatment
plant. Groundwater impact analyses are summarized in these
references for the construction dewatering and operations
phases of the Brightwater Treatment Plant. As summarized,
the lower yard area of the Unocal site is underlain by
pervious granular deposits and is adjacent to the marsh and
streams. Construction dewatering using wells solely would
generate large flows that would be challenging to manage
during construction. Therefore, more stringent construction
dewatering methods than those initially proposed in the Draft
EIS are now assumed for the Final EIS in an effort to reduce
the groundwater dewatering-related impacts on the marsh and
streams. These more stringent construction methods include
dewatering using wells in combination with vertical barriers
(tight sheet pile cutoff walls) and possibly surface water
recharge systems back to the marsh/streams if necessary.
These methods are expected to result in manageable
dewatering flows, and would have negligible impacts on the
adjacent water bodies. The estimated dewatering rate for the
3-year plant construction period is 300 gpm, with a peak
month-long rate of 720 gpm.

Response to Comment G3-26

For information on sensitive receptors please refer to the
response to the City of Woodinville, Comment C5-125.
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Response to Comment G3-27

Because the emissions of criteria pollutants from the
Brightwater System would be well below the air quality
regulatory limits to be considered for ambient air impact
analysis, no modeling for criteria pollutants was necessary.

Response to Comment G3-28

Natural gas would be used to generate power to power the
plant under average wet-weather conditions in addition to the
digester gas. The natural gas system would only be used if
the dual electric feed from the grid were lost and power
generation using natural gas was required. The air quality and
noise impacts of the proposed generators are described in
both, Chapters 5 and 10 of the Final EIS. The proposed
cogeneration turbines were sized based upon standard turbine
sizes and do not present any significant air quality impacts;
the noise impacts would be mitigated so as not to affect
residential and commercial establishments adjacent to the
plant sites. If smaller turbine sites are available that meet the
needs of the project then the air quality and noise impacts
would potentially be less than stated in the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment G3-29

Add-on control would be needed to achieve the required
emission levels from internal combustion engines. If, in the
future, add-on controls could make IC engines an acceptable
alternative, the emissions and ambient impacts would be
addressed and documented in a document available for public
review, like the Notice of Construction Permit Application.

Response to Comment G3-30

Please refer to the response to Comment G3-9 in this letter.
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Response to Comment G3-31

King County acknowledges the resource value of Willow
Creek and Edmonds Marsh, and is committed to
implementing stringent measures to avoid impacts. Please
refer to the response to the City of Woodinville, Comment
C5-70, regarding sedimentation control and monitoring.

Response to Comment G3-32

Your comment reflects potential impacts of an emergency
discharge to Puget Sound. King County is proposing to
minimize the impacts of such a discharge by routing the
emergency flow through the existing outfall. The discharge
would be well removed from the shoreline and maximum
dilution would occur. Assuming the discharge occurs under
typical oceanographic conditions, the effluent would remain
below the shellfish beds and away from  the shoreline.

Response to Comment G3-33

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment G3-34

Please refer to response to the Washington State Department
of Ecology, Comment W5-15 and Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS for a detailed discussion
of this issue.
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Response to Comment G3-35

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-15, and Appendix 6-
B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS for a detailed
discussion of this issue.

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS summarizes the additional option
of discharging dewatering water to Edmonds Marsh and
creeks, if appropriate.

Response to Comment G3-36

The impact of the Brightwater Treatment Plant on the Unocal
site is stated to be a 5-dBA increase in the minimum hour
existing ambient noise level. Chapter 10 of the Final EIS has
been revised to provide additional discussion of evaluation
methods to reach this conclusion. Mitigation of treatment
plant noise includes specific treatments of specific sources as
discussed in Appendix 10-A, Noise and Vibration: Treatment
Plant, of the Final EIS. Please refer to the response to the
Snohomish County Planning and Development Services,
Comment S3-132.

The assumptions stated in the Draft EIS, Section 10.2.1 have
been revised in the Final EIS to indicate the process to
achieve the mitigated operational noise levels. The Draft EIS
Noise Technical Appendix only included the results of field
data from the existing ambient noise measurements.
Appendix 10-A includes noise reduction methods and
technologies for treatment plant noise sources.
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Response to Comment G3-37

The 5-dBA increase over nighttime minimum ambient is
proposed as a maximum for treatment plant design criteria
that can be achieved with practical means. This is believed to
result in community acceptance as long as pure tone (fixed
pitch) components are attenuated to low enough levels to not
be discernible in the overall sound spectrum and the noise
level is not varying, but is constant.

The Final EIS specifies the minimum City of Edmonds Code
noise level limit to be 45 dBA measured at the adjoining
residential property line in the nighttime hours of 11:30 p.m.
to 6 a.m. per Chapter 17.60, Performance Standards, of Title
17, General Zoning Regulations. The existing minimum
ambient level at the adjacent residential properties during
these hours is 34 dBA. The treatment plant operations could
increase the minimum noise level to 39 dBA, which is below
the Edmonds Code requirement and therefore, will be in
compliance with that code. The reference to the “Monitoring
section” in the Draft EIS has been replaced with a reference
to section “Mitigation Measures.”

Response to Comment G3-38

The Final EIS language has been expanded to include
specific noise reduction methods for application to specific
treatment plant sources, including electrical generators.
Please also refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-132.

Response to Comment G3-39

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment G3-40

Chapter 11 of the Final EIS acknowledges the proposed
residential development at the Unocal site and includes a
discussion of potential impacts resulting from development
of the Brightwater Treatment Plant at the site, including a
discussion of displaced housing capacity. This information
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has been updated in the Final EIS to reflect the current status of
development review of the proposal as well as new information from
Snohomish County’s Snohomish County Tomorrow 2002 Growth
Monitoring/Buildable Lands Report.

Response to Comment G3-41

Please refer to response to Comment G3-14 in this letter.

Response to Comment G3-42

Please refer to response to Comment G3-15 in this letter.
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Response to Comment G3-43

Please refer to the response to Comment G3-16 in this letter.

Response to Comment G3-44

Use of a construction barge dock is not part of the proposal
for the Unocal System. If the Unocal System is selected and
if King County decides to pursue using a construction barge
dock, the Port of Edmonds will be consulted and the
additional necessary environmental review associated with
this option, including disposal of materials, will be
conducted. Updated information regarding this option is
available in the revised project description, in Chapter 3 of
the Final EIS.

Response to Comment G3-45

Please refer to the response to Comment G3-18 in this letter.
The barge dock option for the Unocal System is not part of
the proposal. All concrete and materials would be transported
by single-unit trucks and all earthwork by double-unit truck-
and-trailers.
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Response to Comment G3-46

Please refer to response to Comment G3-14 in this letter.
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Response to Comment G5-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment G5-2

Additional text was added to the Final EIS, Appendix 5-A,
Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, to try to make it clear
that the best available control technology (BACT) analysis
would be conducted at the time of the Notice of Construction
Application and would likely be no less stringent as
described in the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment G5-3

This correction has been made to the final document.

Response to Comment G5-4

The Puget Sound Clean Air Ambient Air Quality Standards
have been added to Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment G5-5

King County will consider implementation of PS Clean Air’s
fugitive dust recommendations during development of
construction documents. As mentioned in Chapter 5 of the
Final EIS, fugitive dust emissions are greatest during dry
periods, periods of intense construction activity, and periods
of high-wind conditions. In dry times water trucks would
regularly water the construction areas for dust control. Other
dust control measures would include covering or wetting of
stockpiled soils and cleaning the tires and undercarriages of
construction vehicles before they enter public streets.

Response to Comment G5-6

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment G5-7

The initial detection threshold for the odorous compound
used for Brightwater is significantly lower and more stringent
than, the recognition threshold, which is the typical standard
for most wastewater treatment facilities. Recognition
thresholds are those reached when someone smells something
that they recognize, like a rotten egg smell, an can correctly
identify the substance (e.g., hydrogen sulfide) as the sewage-
type odor. Odors below the initial detection threshold are
considered non-detectable. The initial detection threshold, or
non-detection threshold used for Brightwater is 9.8 ppbV that
is less than the odor threshold of 0.008 ppmV (8 ppb V)
provided by PS Clean Air. The non-detection threshold on
0.8 ppbV was provided for comparison to the predicted odor
impacts in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment
Plant, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment G5-8

Secondary clarifiers are no longer in the Brightwater
Treatment Plant design. The design calls for the covering of
all area sources of odor.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS  Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (G5)

Brightwater Final EIS 938

Response to Comment G5-9

Please refer to the response to Comment G5-2 in this letter.

Response to Comment G5-10

A 1.0-MW fuel cell is currently being installed at King
County’s South Treatment Plant in Renton. The fuel cell will
be tested on both digester gas and natural gas during a 2-year
demonstration period from the fall of 2003 through the fall of
2005. The data from the demonstration will be used to
determine future feasibility for long-term use of fuel cells at
wastewater treatment plants.

Response to Comment G5-11

The emergency generators will at a minimum meet the Tier 2
requirements of 40 CFR Part 89.

Response to Comment G5-12

The odor control design for the Final EIS no longer includes
a biofilter at Route 9. The odor control proposal for both sites
includes a combination of multi-stage (sodium hypochlorite,
sodium hydroxide, and/or sulfuric acid) chemical scrubbers
followed by activated carbon for additional odor reduction.

Response to Comment G5-13

King County will comply with all PS Clean Air’s asbestos
regulations.

Response to Comment G5-14

King County would comply with PS Clean Air’s vehicle
idling requirements to the greatest extent possible.

Response to Comment G5-15

By the time construction for Brightwater System begins,
ultra-low-sulfur diesel fuel will be the standard fuel for on-
road diesel.
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Response to Comment G5-16

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment G4-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment G4-2

Thank you for your comment.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS      Seattle & King County Public Health (G4)

Brightwater Final EIS 942

Response to Comment G4-3

Proposed construction methods for the conveyance system
are described in detail in Chapter 3, with additional detail
provided in Appendix 3-G, Construction Approach and
Schedule, of the Final EIS. Open-cut conveyance
construction is different than microtunneling and is the open-
trench type piping installation that can be used at depths less
than 30 feet. The assessment of greater vibration impact from
tunneling than cut and cover construction is correct. The
assessment of greater noise impact from cut and cover
construction is correct due to the use of diesel-powered
mobile equipment on the ground surface. Please also refer to
the response to the Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services, Comment S3-132. Please refer to
Appendix 10-B, Noise and Vibration: Conveyance, of the
Final EIS for additional detail. These suggestions have been
included in the list of potential mitigation measures.

Response to Comment G4-4

Masking noise is suggested as a possible approach for
treating tonal noise components, which may be annoying to
some receptors. The preferred design approach is intended to
result in lower noise levels. The preferred approach is to
apply noise reductions in the frequency bands necessary and
adequate to reduce tonal components of the spectrum to
limited levels over the existing minimum hour ambient noise
levels in the same frequency band as the tonal source. This
will result in very low contribution of tonal sources to the
overall noise level and difficulty in discerning the tone, even
during the quietest nighttime periods.

Response to Comment G4-5

The intent of the ambient noise monitoring is to identify the
range of existing noise levels and how they are distributed
over a typical 24-hour period. Our best efforts were made to
find locations spread over the site for which access could be
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obtained. Additional monitoring locations on the site would not result in
finding lower minimum, nor higher maximum, hourly noise levels. This
is because the periods of minimum noise level are controlled by traffic
and industrial noise sources far from the site, which are nearly constant
over large areas, while the periods of highest noise level are controlled
by traffic on SR-522. Standard practice for selecting monitoring
locations was exercised and consists of selecting locations to avoid
having nearby activities or specific sources influencing the microphone,
which would not likely be part of the ambient sound in the nearest
residential areas.

Response to Comment G4-6

The Ln metric is actually part of the jurisdictions’ noise codes, but is not
noted as such. The jurisdictions’ noise levels are tabulated as
“maximum permissible” sound levels in the codes, but each jurisdiction
also allows for specific sound level excesses for a limited number of
minutes in any 1-hour period. These allowable excesses are 5 dBA for
15 minutes in any 1 hour, 10 dBA for 5 minutes in any one-hour, and 15
dBA for 1.5 minutes in any one hour. This allows for a statistically
variable sound level, like what is experienced due to normal ambient
sources, such as traffic and other common sources contributing to any
outdoor setting’s noise level. The Ln metric was used because these
limited time periods equate to the statistical L25 for 15 minutes, L8.3
for 5 minutes, and L2.5 for 1.5 minutes.

Noise levels monitored, included L50, L25, and L8 levels. The L50 is
used as the interval mean value for comparison to “maximum
permissible” levels specified in the codes. The L2.5 was not monitored
because no Brightwater project elements will be impulse-type
operational sound sources, which could influence the L2.5 level. The
L8.3 level is truncated to L8 due to limitations of the monitoring
equipment.

Response to Comment G4-7

Appendix 10-A, Noise and Vibration: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS
includes more detailed information on construction equipment and plant
operational noise levels. Also, please refer to the response to the

Snohomish County Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-
132.
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